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Preface 


This study is an attempt to describe the various institutions 
of slavery as they existed in the Ancient Near East from the 
middle of the third millennium B.C. to the beginning of the 
Christian era. Its aim is to investigate the sources from which 
slaves were recruited, their legal status, and the role of slave 
labor in the economic life of Babylonia, Assyria, Syria, and 
Palestine. 

The sources on which this inquiry is based are unevenly 
distributed in both content and volume. While we possess 
hundreds of thousands of business documents from Babylonia 
representing an almost unbroken chain of evidence for a 
period of more than two thousand years, our sources from 
Syria and Palestine are very meager indeed, and those from 
Assyria only slightly better. The Ugaritic material is primar- 
ily literary in character, while the Tell el-Amarna letters are 
principally political, but both also contain some economic data. 
In the Old Testament, on the other hand, we find a large mass 
of economic information and its codes of law are of paramount 
importance. Still, the lack of private records of the Biblical 
period is a serious handicap in any study dealing with the eco- 
nomic and social life of the period. In spite of the paucity of 
sources from Syria and Palestine, however, a fairly accurate 
account of the institutions of slavery in these countries can be 
given by utilizing the rich Babylonian and Nuzian material as 
supplementary to and illustrative of the Syro-Palestinian 
sources. 

A book dealing with the institution of slavery in the An- 
cient Near East needs no apology. The ‘Ancient’ Near Eastern 
world is becoming with each new excavation increasingly 
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‘modern,’ and as a result the problems that confronted the in- 
habitants of the ‘Fertile Crescent’ in the pre-Christian era no 
longer appear to us today to be as remote and as antiquated 
as they did a century ago. Slavery was a labor institution, and 
its origin, development, and function should therefore prove 
of interest not only to the historian but also to the economist 
and sociologist. 

It gives me great pleasure to express my deep appreciation 
to those who have given of their time and erudition in further- 
ing this study. I wish to thank Professors A. Jeffery and S. W. 
Baron, both of Columbia University, for reading parts of the 
manuscript; to Professor Joseph Dorfman of Columbia Uni- 
versity I am deeply obligated for his friendly encouragement 
throughout the preparation of this book. I consider it fortunate 
to have had the assistance of the eminent Assyriologist, Pro- 
fessor A. L. Oppenheim of the University of Chicago. He took 
time to read the entire manuscript and contributed valuable 
suggestions. To my friend Professor Karl Wittfogel, Director 
of the Chinese History Project, Columbia University, I owe a 
debt of heartfelt gratitude too difficult to express in words. 
Finally, I am under obligation to the American Council of 
Learned Societies for a grant in aid towards the publication 
of the book, and to Professor A. Jeffery for his kind interest 
in obtaining the grant. 

Isaac Mendelsohn 

Columbia University 
May 1948 
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SLAVERY IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST 



Did not He who made me in the womb make 
him {the slave'[ also? 

And did not One fashion us in the womb ? 

Job 31:15 
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Sources of Slavery 


1. Prisoners of War 

The earliest Sumerian terms for male and female slaves 
are the composite signs nitd+kur ‘male of a foreign country,’ 
and munus+kur ‘female of a foreign country,” indicating that 
the first humans to be enslaved in Ancient Babylonia were 
captive foreigners. These were the first ‘human chattels,’ to 
be followed later by imported foreigners, and finally by na- 
tives who were reduced to the status of slavery because of 
debt. That captives of war, spared on the battlefield, were 
reduced to slavery is amply attested in the annals of the long 
history of the Ancient Near East. King Rimush, of the Dy- 
nasty of Accad, tells us in his inscriptions that he had killed 
most of his war captives, but those whom he had spared were 
reduced to slavery.’ Puzur-Shushinak, ensi of Susa, tells us 
that he had presented to the temple of Shushinak, his lord, 
‘prisoners upon prisoners.’ ’ From the period of the Third 
Dynasty of Ur we possess long lists of male and female war 
captives.* From the Isin-Larsa period we have a number of 
oflacial receipts (most of them dated in the reign of Rim- 
Anum, king of Kish), concerning people taken from the bit 
aslrl (‘house of prisoners’) and sent to perform various state 
and palace tasks.' The hit aslrl was undoubtedly a war cap- 
tives’ camp ‘ but may have also included among its inmates 
large numbers of the king’s slaves with their families, who 
were descendants of war prisoners.’ The Hammurabi Code 
takes the then universal practice of the enslavement of war 
captives for granted and decrees: (1) that captive state of- 
ficials must be ransomed, in case they have no means of their 
own, either by their city temple, or by the state; and (2) that 
a woman whose husband was taken prisoner may remarry in 
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case she has no means to support herself and her children.* 
This practice of enslaving some of the war captives was con- 
tinued in the Neo-Babylonian period. Nebuchadnezzar, like 
many another king, employed them in numerous public 
works.’ The economic advantages derived by the state from 
this practice were obvious enough to make all conquerors fol- 
low the example set at the dawn of history. The great pro- 
jects of military fortifications, of road, irrigation, and 
temple constructions, accomplished by the state would have 
been almost impossible without the help of the war prisoners, 
many of whom were skilled craftsmen." 

The policy toward war captives in Late Assyria was not al- 
ways uniform. While large groups of people from the de- 
feated countries were often deported and settled in foreign 
lands in order to prevent national revolts, others, and in large 
numbers, were dragged to Assyria and forced to work on pub- 
lic projects and in royal domains. The Assyrian records pro- 
vide us with a vivid picture of the multiple use made of war 
captives and especially of the Tyrian, Sidonian, and Cyprian 
sailors, who were instrumental in the building up of an As- 

( Syrian navy.“^ Indeed, captive craftsmen were deemed so 
valuable an asset that they were placed on the list of booty 
second only to princes and high state officials." Even those 
countries that had voluntarily submitted to the Assyrian yoke 
had to include groups of skilled workmen as part of their 
tribute to the court ; ‘The Dilmunites brought their treasures, 
with their treasures they sent artisans mustered from their 
lands.’” Jeremiah (24:1) stresses the great value attached 
in Babylonia to captive skilled workmen when he lists in the 
following order the deportees carried away from Jerusalem 
by Nebuchadnezzar : the king of Judah, the princes of Judah, 
the carpenters, and the smiths.” The small city-states of 
Syria and Palestine employed the same procedure with regard 
to their war captives. In a war between the cities of Car- 
chemish and Ugarit in which the former city was victorious, 
many prisoners were taken. The king of Ugarit then re- 
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quested the king of Carchemish to free one of the captives, 
offering him the sum of one hundred shekels of silver as ran- 
som. In answer to this request the king of Carchemish 
pointed out that he had already sold many Ugaritic prisoners 
for forty shekels a piece and that he could not be expected to 
free a high-ranking prisoner for the small sum offered.“ In 
the internecine wars among the dependent city-states of 
Syria and Palestine in the Amarna period (fourteenth cen- 
tury B.c.) some of the war captives found their way to Egypt, 
where they were sent as ‘gifts’ by the local princes to their 
Egyptian overlords." This practice was continued in Israel- 
ite Palestine where enslaved war captives,” among others, 
were employed by David and Solomon in the smelter refineries 
of Ezion-Geber: Elat." 

2. Foreign Slaves 

Traffic in foreign slaves was an integral part of the mer- 
chant’s activities in Ancient Babylonia. The supply of war 
captives and native-born slaves was at times not sufficient to 
satisfy the demand for menial help in agriculture, industry, 
and in the households of the wealthy, and hence there was a 
need for importing slaves from the neighboring countries. 
In a document dated in the reign of Ammiditana, a man re- 
siding in Dilbat bought a female slave who was a native of 
Ursum.” In another document, dated in the reign of Am- 
misaduga, a financier advanced to an agent a quantity of oil 
worth more than twenty shekels of silver in order to procure 
healthy and good-looking slaves in Gutium and forward them 
to Babylon within the period of one month.* In a private 
letter of the same period, a merchant complained that his 
business partner, to whom he had given a Hurrian slave to 
sell, failed to find a customer for him.” In another letter 
written in Arrapha, a man reported to his associate in Baby- 
lonia that he had arrived safely in Arrapha but had had bad 
luck. His boy ran away, one female slave died, and he him- 
self became ill ; but he still had in his possession one female 
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slave who had not yet been sold.” The custom of the wealthy 
Babylonians to include slaves as part of their daughters’ 
dowries is reflected in a letter written by a merchant to his 
agent, in which he asked him to purchase two male and three 
female slaves as part of the dowry for his daughter.” That 
the activities of the Babylonian merchants in importing and 
exporting slaves played an important role in the country’s 
economy is evident from the Hammurabi Code, in which two 
laws are devoted to the regulation of this traffic. Paragraphs 
280-81 of the Code provide that if a slave be bought in a for- 
eign country, and after having been brought to Babylonia it 
be discovered that he had formerly belonged to a Babylonian 
master, then, if the slave be a native Babylonian he must be 
freed unconditionally and the merchant who bought him for- 
feits his money (as a penalty for having acquired a slave 
who had been illegally sold into a foreign country) . If, how- 
ever, the slave be of foreign birth, he must be returned to his 
former owner.” Nuzian merchants imported slaves from the 
neighboring countries of Babylonia” and Lullu.” The latter 
were highly valued for their reputed sound health and excel- 
lent qualities. Like the Hammurabi Code, the Nuzian law 
took cognizance of the lively trade in foreign slaves and fixed 
the price of imported Lullian slaves at thirty shekels a head.” 
Another source of foreign slaves was captives of war whom 
individual soldiers seized ‘with their own hands’ and whom, 
upon their return, they sold in the market place.” 

Slaves were imported and exported by private merchants 
who dealt in various commodities. Strictly spea k ing, there 
were no ‘slave merchants’ in the Ancient Near East. The de- 
mand for slaves was not big enough to call for specialization 
in this field of commercial activity. The same merchant who 
dealt in wheat, cattle, real estate, etcetera, would also deal in 
slaves. The well-known Balmunamhe of Larsa, whose long 
and diverse business activities are known from a large number 
of documents, traded in all kinds of commodities, including 
those of buying, selling, and leasing of slaves.” There were 
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many like him in Ancient and Neo-Babylonia, as well as in 
Assyria,” but none of them dealt exclusively in slaves. 

3. Exposure of Infants and Kidnaping of Minors 

Although captives of war, foreign slaves, and their de- 
scendants made up a substantial part of the slave population 
in Mesopotamia, the bulk of the Babylonian and Assyrian 
slaves originally came from the ranks of the native population, 

( such as defaulting debtors, unemployed men and women who 
sold themselves voluntarily into slavery, and minors who were 
either sold outright by their parents or who were forced into 
^a position in which only slavery could save their lives. To 
the last class applied the practices of the exposure of infants 
and the kidnaping of minors. Parents who, for one reason 
or another, could not, or would not, bring up their offspring, 
and poor parents who did not have the means to provide for 
their children, exposed their young by placing them ‘in a pit’ 
{ina burti ) , ‘on the street’ (ina suqi ) , or, as it is euphemisti- 
cally referred to, by placing the infant ‘in the mouth of a dog' 
(ina pi kalbi) or ‘in the mouth of a crow’ (ina pi aribi ) ." The 
phrase ‘to throw [the infant] to the mouths of the dogs,’ that 
is, exposure, is mentioned in a Neo-Babylonian document.” 
The fate of these infants, left to the tender mercy and care of 
‘dogs’ and ‘crows,’ is apparent. Most of them perished from 
hunger and cold, but some escaped death by being picked up 
by strangers who chanced to pass by the ‘pit.’ These found- 
lings were sometimes adopted by their rescuers,” but in most 
cases were brought up by them as slaves. Another source of 
slavery was the practice of kidnaping young people and then 
selling them as slaves. The Hammurabi Code and the Old 
Testament codes prescribed death as the penalty for the kid- 
naping of minors.” 

4. Sale of Minors 

Sale of children into slavery or semi-slavery was not an 
uncommon practice in the Ancient Near East. These sales 
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were transacted in two forms: (1) unconditional sale, that is 
the parent (s) handed the child over to the buyer and in re- 
turn received the purchase price ‘in full’; and (2) sale-adop- 
tion, that is, the parent (s) received the head-price (in some 
contracts called euphemistically a ‘gift’), and the sold minor 
was adopted by the purchaser. The first method was a sale 
transaction pure and simple, the contract containing a few 
matter-of-fact clauses, which were usually employed in the 
recording of a sale of simple commodities. 

Following are a few examples of documents dealing with 
the sale of children by their parents from the time of Enetarzi, 
ensi of Lagash, from the period of the Third Dynasty of Ur, 
and from Larsa : 

RTC 17- 
Col. I 


1. 

Id+gunu-banda 

1. 

Lugunubanda, 

2. 

dam en-en-tar-zi 

2. 

wife of Enetarzi," 

3. 

ensia 

3. 

ensi 

4. 

lagas^^'-ge 

4. 

of Lagash, 

5. 

gan-ki-ku-s6 

5. 

from Gankiku, 

6. 

enim-bi-duio 

6. 

Enimbidu, 

Col. II 



1. 

gala 

1. 

the temple singer. 

2. 

dumu-ni 

2. 

his son. 

3. 

e-su-sam 4 * 

3. 

has bought. 

4. 

nig-sam 4 -ma-ni-se 

4. 

As his price, 

5. 

1/3-sa ma-na ku 

5. 

one-third of a mina of 
silver. 

6. 

1 se kur sag-gal 

6. 

one standard large kur of 
grain. 

7. 

1 kas-kas 

7. 

one [measure] of beer. 

8. 

20 suku 

8. 

twenty [loaves] of suku- 
bread. 

9. 

20 ninda QA 

9. 

[and] twenty [loaves] of 
QA-bread, 
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Col. Ill 


1. e-na-sum 

1. 

she has given.” 

ITT II 4578 

1. [ ] 

1. 

[X shekels of silver] , 

2. nig-sam 4 1 dug 4 -ga-ni 

2. 

the price of Du[g]ga, 

3. dumu ur-dingir-kam 

3. 

son of Ur-dingir, 

4. lugal-usumgal 

4. 

Lugal-ushumgal, 

5. ensio-ge 

5. 

the ensi, 

6. i-si-la 

6. 

has paid. 

7. ib-ni-sarru 

7. 

Ibni-sharru, 

8. dumu hu [. . .] 

8. 

Son of Hu . . ., 

9. su-ba-[ti] 

9. 

has received [it] .” 

Rest of tablet broken off. 

ITT II 3542" 

1. di-til-la 

1. 

Completed case. 

2. 1 4/5 se kur ma-nasig 

7. 

The witnesses 

3. sam-til-la [. . .] dumu 

8. 

Sagrig-Baba, 

[SAL] “ lu-usar-bar-ra-ka 

4. ki lul-a-mu [dumu] 4- 

9. 

Baba-nm . . . am, 

dub-ba-ta 

5. Id-usar-bar-ra ab-ba nin- 

10. 

[and] Ur-gishgigir, son 

nanga-ra su-ba-ti-a 


of Ur-Kallaki, 

11. 

swore [to the fact] 

6. nin-nanga geme lu-u [sar- 

2. 

that one and four-fifths 

bar]-ra lul-a-mu in-sam-a 


kur of grain [and] four 
minas of wool. 

7. lu-inim-ma-bi 

3. 

the full price of [Nin- 
nanga] , daughter of Lu- 

8. sag-rig" — ^ba-baa 


usarbarra. 

4. 

from Lulamu, son of 

9. ^ba-ba6-nin-[. . .]am 


Edubba, 

10. ur-gis-gigir dumu ur- 

5. 

Lu-usarbarra, father of 

%al-la-ki4 


Nin-nanga, has received, 

11. nam-erim-bi in-kus 

6. 

and that Nin-nanga, the 
female slave from Lu- 


u[sarbar]ra Lulamu has 
bought." 
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ITT III 6564“ 

1. di-til-la 

2. lu-ka-ni eri (d) 

3. sam-til-la-ni 

[1] 2 gin igi-3-gal ku- 
babbar-se 

4. kus-da ab-ba-na 
u bil- [x] dam-na 

5. mu en erida’^'-ta 

6. lu-dingir-ra dumu sakan- 
ni 

7. in-si-sam 

8. lu-sags-ga dumu ur-gar 

9. ur-'^en-lil dumu da-da 

10. lu-inim-ma-bi- [me] 

YBT VIII 8 

1. iha-zi-ru-um mu-ni-im 

2. ki '^sin-mu-sa-lim ad-da- 
a-ni 

3. ii ga-mi-il-tum [ama]-a- 
ni 

4. 'bal-mu-nam-he 

5. in-si- [sam] 

6. 1/3 ma-na [ku-babbar] 

7. sam-til-la-bi- [se] 

8. in-na-an-[la] 

9. U 4 -kur-su ^sin-mu- [sa- 
lim] 

10. u ga-mi-[il-tum] 

11. nu-mu-un-gii- [gi 4 -de] 

12. mu lugal-la-bi i [n-pa-es] 
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1. Completed case. 

2. Lukani, the slave, 

3. for his full price of 
twelve and one-third 
shekels of silver, 

4. from Kuda, his father, 
and Bil . . . ,his mother, 

5. in the year of the high 
priest of Eridu, 

6. Lu-dingir, son of 
Shakani, 

7. has bought. 

8. Lushagga, son of Ur-gar, 

9. Ur-'JEnlil, son of Dada, 

10. were the witnesses." 

Rest broken off. 


1. Hazirum by name, 

2. from Sin-mushallim, his 
father, 

3. and Gamiltum, his 
mother, 

4. Balmunamhe 

5. has bought. 

6. One-third mina [of 
silver] , 

7. as his full price, 

8. he has paid. 

9. That in future Sin- 
mushallim 

10. and Gamiltum 

11. shall not contest the sale 

12. by the name of the king 
[they have sworn] .“ 


Young girls were often sold with the expressed purpose 
of serving a double function — as handmaids to their mis- 
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tresses and as concubines to their masters. In a document 
dated in the reign of Hammurabi we read the following: 

Shamash-nuri daughter of Ibbi-Sha’an, from Ibbi- 
Sha’an her father, Bunene-abi and Belisunu have bought ; 
to Bunene-abi she is a wife, to Belisunu she is a slave. 
On the day Shamash-nuri to Belisunu her mistress, ‘you 
are not my mistress’ say, she shall cut her [front] hair 
and sell her for money. . 

In a note to the translation of this document, Schorr calls 
attention to the fact that, in contrast to other marriage con- 
tracts, the clause regarding the dissolution of the marriage is 
not mentioned here and concludes that the girl remained in 
effect a slave, with the double function of maid to her mistress 
and concubine to her master. Sales of children are also re- 
ported from Neo-Babylonia and from Assyria. In a docu- 
ment dated in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, a man and his 
wife jointly sold their son." A direct sale of a girl by her 
father is recorded in a document from Assyria dated in the 
middle of the seventh century B.c. A man owed the sum of 
thirty shekels of silver that he was unable to pay ; he therefore 
handed his daughter over to the creditor, and the document 
states with finality: ‘that woman is bought, taken.’" In an- 
other document, dated in the year 687 B.C., we learn of a mother 
who sold her young daughter for the price of thirty shekels 
of silver.* In still another document, also of the same period, 
a man sold his young son for sixteen shekels of silver.'’ These 
sale contracts are phrased in the same legal terms as those 
dealing with the sale of commodities, and repudiation of the 
sale by either party is barred by the threat of penalties of the 
most severe nature. In one case the purchaser even received 
from the father of the sold son a guaranty of one hundred 
days against leprosy and epilepsy, a clause found only in slave- 
sale documents of this period." The same guaranty was also 
given in a sale of a girl by her brother." The large number 
of- documents relating to the sale of minors by their parents 
in Nuzi is of the sale-adoption or conditional-sale type, but we 
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also have a few cases of unconditional sale. In one, a man 
sold his daughter into slavery {ana amtuti) for thirty minas 
of lead, a quantity of barley, and five sheep.“ There are sev- 
eral cases on record of the sale of young girls by their broth- 
ers. Thus one man sold his sister for thirty-six minas of lead, 
the equivalent of the price of an ox and seven minas of bronze ; 
in another case, a sister was sold for certain commodities 
equivalent to the price of a cow and six minas of copper." 
Cases of outright sale of children into slavery by their parents 
are not recorded in the Old Testament. However, the facts 
that parents sold their young girls into conditional slavery 
(Ex. 21:7-11), that creditors seized the children of their de- 
ceased debtors (li Kings 4:1), and that debt-ridden farmers 
were forced by law to hand their sons and daughters over as 
slaves (Neh. 5:5) show that, as in the neighboring countries 
of Babylonia and Assyria, Palestinians, when hard pressed, 
could and probably did sell their children ‘voluntarily’ into 
servitude. 

While Babylonian and Assyrian parents knew only of one 
method of selling their children, that of unconditional slavery, 
the non-Semitic Nuzians and the Hebrews of Palestine evolved 
a new scheme of sale. This was the method of sale-adoption, 
whereby young girls were sold with the explicit condition that, 
upon reaching puberty, their purchaser would give them into 
marriage. The following is a typical Nuzi sale-adoption con- 
tract : 

Nuzi I 26 


1. 

[tup-pi mar]tuti u kal- 

1. 

[Tablet of daughter] ship 


la-tu 4 -ti 


and daughter-in-lawship 

2. 

[sa] ™te-hi-ip-til-la mar 

2. 

[of] Tehip-tilla, son of 


pu-hi-se-en-ni 


Puhi-shenni. 

3. 

[™i]-fi-ki mar ma-si-ilu 

3. 

luki, son of Masi-ilu, 

4. 

[marat-zu] ^si-lu-ia 

4. 

[his daughter] Shiluia 

5. 

a-na martuti** u a-na kal- 

5. 

into daughtership and 


la-tu 4 -ti 


daughter-in-lawship 
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6. a-na “te-hi-ip-til-la 
iddin‘“ 

7. u “te-hi-ip-til-la a-na 
as-su-ti 

8. a-na ™a-kip-sarri a-na 
ardi-su iddini“ 

9. ii sum-ma ™a-kip-sarri 

im-tu 4 -[ut] 

10. ti '"te-hi-ip-til-la 'si-lu-ia 

11. a-na sa-ni-im-ma ar-di-su 
i-na-din 

12. u a-di-i ^si-lu-ia bal-ta-at 

13. u i-na biti sa ™te-hi-ip-til- 
la la u-[si] 

14. ti ™te-hi-ip-til-la 45 siqil 
kaspa 

15. a-na “i-u-ki iddin'“ 


6. to Tehip-tilla gave, 

7. and Tehip-tilla into wife- 
hood 

8. to Akip-sharri, to his 
slave has given (her) . 

9. If Akip-sharri dies, 

10. then Tehip-tilla shall give 
Shiluia 

11. to another slave of his. 

12. As long as Shiluia lives, 

13. the house of Tehip-tilla 
she shall not leave. 

14. Tehip-tilla forty-five 
shekels of silver 

15. to luki has given." 


The conditions specified in this contract drawn up between 
the girl’s father and her ‘father-in-law’ are: (1) that the girl 
be married to one of her father-in-law’s slaves; should her 
first husband die, she is to be given as a wife to another slave 
of the same household ; (2) no matter what happens to her 
mates, she is to remain as long as she lives in her father-in- 
law’s house in the double capacity of a slave-bearing mother 
and of a maid. Formally, this transaction is an adoption 
contract, for Tehip-Tilla takes the girl Shiluia into daughter- 
ship and daughter-in-lawship, but in fact it is a sale in dis- 
guise. The so-called father-in-law purchased the girl and 
paid her head-price to her father. The only difference be- 
tween the unconditional sale of young girls and the Nuzian 
sale-adoption lies in the fact that whereas in the former case 
the purchaser may do with the girl as he pleases, he is bound 
in the latter case to give her in marriage. The principle, then, 
underlying the Nuzian sale-adoption of this type was to insure 
the sold girl with a marital status and thereby prevent her 
master from exploiting her as a prostitute, the inevitable fate 
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of the female slave." The condition that the slave girl be 
married was fundamental. Fathers took the precaution to 
safeguard for their daughters a continuous marital status by 
inserting in the sale document a special clause to the effect 
that should the first slave-husband die, her master would give 
her into marriage to another one of his slaves. In some docu- 
ments provisions are made for four husbands, “ and in one for 
as many as eleven : Tf ten of her husbands have died, in that 
case to an eleventh into wifehood she shall give her.’® The 
status of the husband was of secondary importance. This 
depended primarily on the bargaining power of the parents. 
If the sum needed was small and not urgent, a father might 
succeed in having his sold daughter marry a freeman; other- 
wise he had to be satisfied with a slave as a son-in-law. The 
needs of the parents are reflected in the variety of conditions 
contained in the sale-adoption contracts. Briefly, they may 
be summarized in the following order: (1) that the girl be 
married to her master;* (2) to her master’s son;" (3) to a 
man ‘in the gate,’ that is, to a stranger;" (4) that she should 
not be given into marriage to a slave;” (5) that she may be 
given into marriage to a slave;” and (6) that she may be 
given to a slave, or be made into a prostitute.” 

The Nuzian practice of conditional sales of young girls had 
its parallel in Palestine. There, too, this custom was in vogue, 
at least in early times. A section of the earliest Hebrew slave 
legislation, that of Exodus 21:7-11, reads as follows: 

If a man sells his daughter to be an amah [literally 
‘handmaid, female slave’], she shall not go free as the 
slaves do [i.e. in the seventh year]. If she is displeasing 
to her master, who acquired her for himself, he shall let 
her be redeemed ; to sell her to a stranger” he shall have 
no power, since he has dealt deceitfully with her. And 
if he has appointed her for his son, he shall treat her in 
the manner of daughters. If he marries another [wife], 
he shall not diminish her food, her clothes, and her conju- 
gal rights. If he does not observe these three [duties] 
to her, then she shall go free for nothing, without money. 
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In view of the Nuzian practice, this Biblical law repre- 
sents a fragment of a series of enactments that originally 
dealt with all cases of conditional sales of young girls. The 
section before us deals with the specific case of a brideship 
and daughter-in-lawship sale, that is, the sale of a freeborn 
young girl by her father with the condition that the master 
himself or his son marry her.*" The conditions as set forth in 
this case are: (1) that the master himself marry her (hence 
the prohibition of treating her like a slave woman®* or selling 
her into marriage to a stranger) ; (2) in case the master re- 
fuses, after she has reached puberty, to abide by the stipula- 
tion in the contract on the ground that the girl now does not 
find favor in his eyes, he may take recourse to one of the fol- 
lowing alternatives: (a) he may let her be redeemed; (b) he 
may give her as a wife to one of his sons; or (c) he may re- 
tain her as his concubine. In the last-mentioned case he must 
support her with the necessities of life. Should he refuse, 
however, to comply with one of these alternatives open to him, 
then, as a penalty for breach of contract, ‘she shall go free 
for nothing, without money.’®’ Not many Palestinian fathers 
whom poverty and debts compelled to sell their daughters, 
however, were able to sell them under such ‘favorable’ condi- 
tions. Some were forced to sell their daughters under harsh- 
er terms, namely, that the girls be married to slaves. That 
this Nuzian practice was also in use in Palestine is evident 
from the very same Biblical law. Exodus 21 :2-6 deals with 
the Hebrew defaulting debtor who is to work for six years 
and is to be freed in the seventh. ‘If he came in single, he 
shall go out single; if he was married, his wife shall go out 
with him. If his master gives him a wife, and she bears him 
sons or daughters, the wife with her children shall belong to 
her master, and he shall go out alone.’ Now, who is this 
woman, who is given here to cohabit with the defaulting 
debtor, and whose children, though bom of a free father tem- 
porarily in servitude, remain the property of the master? 
The usual interpretation that she was a Canaanite makes little 
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sense. Not all Canaanite women were slaves, and if a Canaan- 
ite slave woman was meant, the term dmdh or sifhdh and 
not ’issdh would have been employed. It may therefore be 
suggested that the ’issdh was a freeborn Hebrew girl who was 
sold by her father on the condition that she be given as a wife 
to a slave. We have cited cases in the Nuzian practice where 
girls were sold with the stipulation that they be married con- 
secutively to four or even to eleven slaves.™ We have in the 
Biblical law a similar case. The girl is married to a slave 
and lives with him until he is freed in the seventh year. Af- 
ter that she is given into marriage to another slave and so ad 
infinitum, for she, in distinction to those who were sold with 
the stipulation that they be married to a freeborn man, re- 
mains in the house of her master as long as she lives, and her 
children are the property of her owner. 

5. Self-Sale 

Lack of employment, or debts, drove people to sell first 
their children and then themselves into slavery. In the ab- 
sence of any state or communal help for those driven from the 
soil by war, famine, or economic misfortunes, a man or woman 
had only one recourse to save himself from starvation, and 
that was self-sale into slavery. Voluntary self -sale was a 
common phenomenon, especially among strangers who had 
neither kin nor friends to tide them over in times of distress ; 
but even natives sometimes resorted to this desperate step. 
Most of the self -sale cases in Ancient Babylonia are reported 
from the reign of Rim-Sin, king of Larsa, when the country 
passed through a severe economic crisis. But the practice of 
self-sale was already known in the period of the Third Dy- 
nasty of Ur, as the following document of the self-sale of a 
whole family testifies : 

RV 53 

1. [1 ur]-du6-ku-ga 1. Ur-dukuga, 

2. 1 an-bu-za dam-ni 2. Anbuza his wife. 
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3. 1 nin-da-da 

4. 1 nin-ur-ra-ni 

5. 1 ur-^su-mah 

6. dumu-ni-me 

7. 2/3 ma-na 3 gin ku- 
babbar-se 

8. ni-ta-ne-ne ba-ra-an-sam 4 - 
as™ 


3. Nindada, 

4. Ninurrani, 

5. [and] Ur-Shumah 

6. his children, 

7. for two-thirds of a mina 
and three shekels of silver, 

8. of their own accord have 
sold themselves. 


The following four self-sale documents are from Larsa and 
are dated in the reign of Rim-Sin. They are phrased in a 
very matter-of-fact style. 


YBT V 145 

1. hstar-ellati*! mu-ni-im 

2. ki ni-te-na-ni-se 

3. 151/2 gin kii-babbar 

4. ki bal-mu-nam-he 

V 

5. su-ba-an-ti 

6. sam-til-la-ni-se 

7. gis-gan-na ib-ta-an-bal” 


YBT vili 17 

1. *i-li-ma-abi 

2. ni-te-ni 

3. ki ni-te-ni 

4. ^bal-mu-nam-he 

5. in-si-in-sam 

6. sam-til-la-bi-su 

7. [xxxx] kii-babbar 

8. [i]n-na-an-la 

YBT VIII 31 

1. *qu-ur-ru-du-um mu-ni-im 

2. ^nu-u-a-tum mu-ni-im 

3. dumu-mes a-pil-ku-bi-[x] 

4. ses ha-ba-na-tum- [x] 


1. Ishtar-ellati by name, 

2. of her own accord 

3. fifteen and one-half 
shekels of silver 

4. from Balmunamhe 

5. has received 

6. as her full price. 

7. The bukannum he [the 
purchaser] brought over 
[to himself] .” 

1. Ilima-abi 

2. of his own accord, 

3. from himself, 

4. Balmunamhe 

5. has bought. 

6. As his full price 

7. [X shekels] of silver 

8. he has paid. 


1. Qurrudum by name, 

2. Ntiatum by name, 

3. The children of Apil-kubi, 

4. brother of Habanatum, 
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5. 

ki ni-te-ni 

5. 

from themselves 

6. 

'bal-mu-nam-he 

6. 

Balmunamhe 

7. 

in-si-sam-mes 

7. 

has bought. 

8. 

a-na i-he-el-ti-su-nu 

8. 

For their debt 

9. 

1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

9. 

one-third mina of silver. 

10. 

sam-til-la-ni-se 

10. 

as their full price. 

11. 

in-na-an-la 

11. 

he has paid. 

12. 

pa-qi-ra-an i-pa-qa-ru-su- 

12. 

He who brings a claim 


nu-ti 


against them 

13. 

1 ma-na ku-babbar 

13. 

one mina of silver 

14. 

in-na-[an-la] 

14. 

will pay. 

YBT VIII 40 



1. 

^sin-ma-gir mu-[ni-im] 

1. 

Sin-magir by name. 

2. 

nig ni-te-na 

2. 

belonging to himself. 

3. 

ki ni-te-na 

3. 

from himself. 

4. 

*bal-mu-nam-he ' 

4. 

Balmunamhe 

5. 

in-si-in-sam 

5. 

has bought. 

6. 

10 gin ku-babbar 

6. 

Ten shekels of silver. 

7. 

sam-til-la-bi-su 

7. 

as his full price, 

8. 

in-na-[an]-la 

8. 

he has paid. 


Of the thousands of legal and business documents that 
have come down to us from the Hammurabi period, from Neo- 
Babylonia and Late Assyria, not one, to the knowledge of the 
writer, contains a case of self-sale. This, however, in no way 
proves that such cases were nonexistent. One document from 
the Assyrian merchant colony of Kanish (Cappadocia) pro- 
vides us with a clear example of the self -sale of a man and his 
wife because of poverty, A certain A and his wife, who were 
‘in distress,’ were given by B to C because C ‘kept them alive,’ 
that is saved them from hunger. A and his wife became the 
slaves of C.” 

From Nuzi we possess a number of documents relating to 
self-enslavement. These are mostly from the foreign immi- 
grants, the Habiru, who, being unable to find employment, en- 
tered ‘of their own free will,’ singly or with their families, 
into the status of servitude. 
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1. 

™mar-i-ti-ig-la-at 

1. 

Mar-Idiglat, 

2. 

aw6ij^a-bi-ru-u 

2. 

a Habiru 

3. 

sa mat as-su-ur 

3. 

from Assyria, 

4. 

u ra-ma-as-su-ma 

4. 

of his own free will. 

5. 

a-na arduti"'®® ^! 

5. 

as a slave 

6. 

a-na ™te-hi-ip-til-la 

6. 

to Tehip-tilla, 

7. 

mar pu-hi-se-en-ni 

7. 

son of Puhi-shenni, 

8. 

us-te-ri-ib-su 

8. 

caused himself to enter. 


In another document, Nuzi v. 449, we learn that a certain 
(Habiru?) woman by the name of Wahuluki entered into the 
status of slavery {a-na amtuti ii arduti) with her children into 
the house of Tehip-tilla. 

The document goes on to say: 


6. 

u sum-ma ^wa-hu-lu-ki 

6. 

Now, if Wahuluki 

7. 

ibbalkat^t u us-tu 

7. 

should withdraw and 
leave 

8. 

bit ™te-hi-ip-til-la d-us-si 

8. 

the house of Tehip-tilla 

9. 

u ki-i-a-am i-qa-ab-bi 

9. 

and say, 

10. 

a-na-ku la amtu-mi u 
maru'"®®-ia 

10. 

‘I am not a slave and my 
children 

11. 

la ardani™®® u '"te-hi-ip- 
til-la 

11. 

are not slaves,’ then 
Tehip-tilla 

12. 

^wa-hu-lu-ki qa-tu se-ir- 

13. 

shall pluck out the eyes 


ri-su 

12. 

of Wahuluki and those of 

13. 

i-in-su-nu i-na-pal-ma 


her offspring 

14. 

u a-na si-mi i-na-din-na- 
as-su-nu-ti 

14. 

and sell them for a price. 


It will be noticed that in distinction to the self -sale docu- 
ments from Babylonia, cited above, no purchase price is paid 
to these people who enter into servitude.™ They enter volun- 
tarily into this state of servitude in exchange for food, cloth- 
ing, and shelter. As one document succinctly expresses it: 
‘As long as T [the master] lives, A [the Habiru] shall serve 
him and T food and clothing shall give him.’™ Furthermore, 
the man or woman who ‘enters’ the house of a master must 
remain there as long as the latter lives. In case of desertion 



18 


SLAVERY IN THE NEAR EAST 


the Habiru becomes subject to the most cruel punishment." 
On the other hand, we find that in some cases the Habiru is 
allowed to withdraw provided he supplies another man to 
serve in his stead.™ These people then retain some kind of 
legal personality, for it is expressly stated in some dociunents 
that only after desertion will they ‘be sold for a price,’ that is, 
be reduced to the status of slavery.™ Economically, however, 
these people were unfree. They were ‘bound’ to their master 
for the duration of his life, and hence it was a kind of ‘self- 
sale’ into servitude. 

Of all the ancient law codes, the Old Testament alone (Ex. 
21:2-6, Dt. 15:16-7, Lev. 25:39ff.) mentions the case of self- 
sale or voluntary slavery. The law of Exodus 21 :2-6, which 
deals with the case of a defaulting debtor to whom his master 
has given a wife, provides that should the slave, after his six- 
year term had expired, decide voluntarily to remain in servi- 
tude, his master should accept him : 

But if the slave shall plainly say, ‘I love my master, 
my wife, and my children, I will not go free.’ Then his 
master shall bring him unto God, and he shall bring him 
to the door or to the door-post, and his master shall 
pierce his ear with an awl; and he shall serve him for- 
ever. 

The emphasis on ‘he shall serve him forever,’ or as Deu- 
teronomy 15 :16-7, which is a parallel to this law, phrases it, 
‘And he shall be your slave forever, and also to your female 
slave you shall do likewise,’ indicates that voluntary slavery 
of a Hebrew was considered, as it was in Nuzi, to be of a 
permanent character.” While the cited two laws of Exodus 
and Deuteronomy deal with the voluntary self -enslavement of 
a former debtor-slave who entered into this state under par- 
ticular circumstances, namely, his unwillingness to leave eco- 
nomic security and especially his family, the law of Leviticus 
25:39if. is of an entirely different character. This law has 
nothing in common with those of Exodus and Deuteronomy. 
There the subject is the defaulting debtor enslaved by his 
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creditor; here it is the free Hebrew who voluntarily enters 
into the state of slavery because of adverse economic circum- 
stances. The law makes a distinction between a Hebrew and 
a non-Hebrew master. In the first case, the Hebrew slave re- 
mains in perpetual slavery although theoretically he was to 
be freed in the year of the jubilee.® His master could, of 
course, release him before the jubilee, but the law does not 
demand it of him. On the other hand, if a Hebrew sold him- 
self to a foreigner, the latter must free him if the slave him- 
self or one of his kin offers to redeem him. 

6. Adoption of Freeborn Children 

Adoption of infants and adults was since time immemo- 
rial a frequent practice in Ancient Babylonia. The Sumerian 
school texts ana ittisu,^^ the so-called Sumerian Family Laws," 
and the Hammurabi Code deal extensively with the law and 
practices of adoption." From the large number of adoption 
contracts at our disposal it seems quite clear that the under- 
lying cause of most of the adoption cases, whether of infants, 
adults, or freed slaves, was economic in character, namely, a 
desire on the part of the adopter to acquire cheap labor and 
security in old age. The adoption transaction, irrespective of 
the differences in legal phraseology and local usages, was 
fundamentally a business deal made and agreed upon by the 
two parties concerned for their mutual economic advantage. 
The two parties signed a contract according to which each of 
them took upon himself definite obligations and responsibili- 
ties. Like any other business transaction, the adoption con- 
tract also contained a clause specifying a penalty against a 
one-sided dissolution of the agreement. The following is a 
specimen of an adoption contract dated in the reign of Rim- 
Sin: 

YBT VIII 149 

1. U-mi-ir-tum mu-ni-im 1. Immertum by name, 

2. dumu-SAL ub-la-tum 2. daughter of Ublatum 

3. h si-ip-«sin 3. and Shep-Sin, 
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4. 

ki ub-la-tum ama-a-ni 

4. 

from Ublatum, her 
mother. 

5. 

u si-ip-^sin ad-da-a-ni 

5. 

and Shep-Sin, her father. 

6. 

^la-ma-sum dumu-SAL 

6. 

Lamassum, daughter of 


i-ni-ib-sar-ri-im 


Inib-sharri 

7. 

nam-dumu-ni-se su-ba-ti 

7. 

has adopted as her child 

8. 

nam-ibila-ni-se in-gar 

8. 

[and] appointed her as 
heiress. 

9. 

tukum-bi 

9. 

If 

10. 

U-mi-ir-tum 

10. 

Immertum 

11. 

nam-la-ma-sum dumu- 

11. 

to Lamassum, daughter 


SAL i-ni-ib-sar-ri 


of Inib-sharri, 

12. 

u-la um-mi iq-ta-bi 

12. 

‘you are not my mother’ 
say. 

13. 

nam-ku-se in-na-as-mu-us 

13. 

she shall sell her for 
money. 

14. 

u tukum-bi 

14. 

And if 

15. 

ila-ma-sum dumu-SAL 

15. 

Lamassum, daughter of 


i-ni-ib-sar-ri 


Inib-sharri 

16. 

nam-i-mi-ir-tum dumu- 

16. 

to Immertum [her] 


SAL 


daughter, 

17. 

li-la dumu-SAL-a-ni 

17. 

‘you are not my 


iq-ta-bi 


daughter’ say. 

18. 

i-na mi-ma-sa i-ba-s [u] 

18. 

she shall forfeit whatever 

19. 

i-te-li 

19. 

she possesess. 


It is not our purpose to discuss the institution of adoption 
in all its aspects.* We are primarily interested in this prac- 
tice as a source of slavery and manumission. The Sumerian 
law decrees slavery for the disobedient and the recalcitrant 
adoptive : 

If an [adopted] son to his father ‘you are not my 
father’ say, he shall cut his [front] hair, put a slave 
mark* on him, and sell him for money. 

If an [adopted] son to his mother ‘you are not my 
mother’ say, his [front] hair shall be cut, in the city he 
shall be led around, and from the house he shall be driven 
out. 
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If a father to his [adopted] son ‘you are not my son’ 
say, house and walls he [the father] shall forfeit, 
i If a mother to her [adopted] son ‘you are not my son’ 

* say, house and furniture she shall forfeit.®^ 

I The severe penalty meted out to the disobedient adopted 
son was consonant with the very nature of the undertaking. 

I Both contracting parties made investments with the view of 
I future returns : the adopter expected to be cared for as long 

I as he lived; and the adoptive expected a share in his father’s 

j inheritance. Since the repudiation of the agreement by either 
i party carried with it a financial loss, the repudiated party had 
I to be properly compensated. The adopter forfeits ‘house and 
. walls,’ and the adopted son, who possesses nothing save his 
body, is sold into slavery.*® 

These slavery clauses, in one form or another, are found 
in many adoption contracts of early Babylonia. A few ex- 
amples of such contracts will suffice to illustrate the point that 
the institution of adoption, though serving primarily family 
and economic purposes, was also, in a restricted sense, a source 
of slavery. In an adoption document dated in the reign of 
Rim-Sin, the woman Shallurtum, adopted a young girl by the 
name of Awirtum from her parents. As her price, the par- 
ents received the sum of one and two-thirds shekels of silver. 
The reason for the adoption is plainly stated in the following 
words: ‘Awirtum shall be made a prostitute, and from her 
earnings she shall provide for Shallurtum, her mother. If 
Awirtum should say to Shallurtum “you are not my mother,’’ 
she shall be sold for money.’ On the other hand, if Shallur- 
tum shall repudiate her adopted daughter by saying ‘you are 
not my daughter,’ she shall pay a fine of ten shekels of silver 
and in addition forfeit the money paid to Awirtum’s father 
at the time of the adoption.® In a document from Sippar, 
dated in the reign of Hammurabi, a man and his wife adopted 
a young boy. The first clause of the contract assures the boy 
of the right of inheritance as the first-born, even should the 
parents have children of their own. The second clause pro- 
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vides the penalty for breach of contract. Should the adoptive 
say, ‘you are not my father, you are not my mother,’ his par- 
ents shall cut his (front) hair and sell him for money. On 
the other hand, should the adopters declare ‘you are not our 
son,’ they shall forfeit house and utensils. At the end of the 
contract is a note stating that an (unspecified) sum of money 
was paid by the adopters to the boy’s parents.” The true 
character of adoption in Ancient Babylonia is vividly de- 
scribed in a document dated in the reign of Kurigalzu in the 
Cassite period. 

Ina-Uruk-rishat . . . had no daughter, she therefore 
adopted Etirtum, daughter of Ninurta-mushallim. She 
has paid seven shekels of gold. Be it that she give her 
to a man, be it that she make her a prostitute, her slave 
she shall not make her. If she make her a slave, to the 
house of her father she shall return. As long as Ina- 
Uruk-rishat lives, Etirtum shall serve her. When Ina- 
Uruk-rishat dies, Etirtum, as her daughter, shall pour 
water on her grave. If Ina-Uruk-rishat should say ‘you 
are not my daughter,’ she shall forfeit the silver she pos- 
sesses. Should Etirtum say ‘you are not my mother’ she 

shall make her her slave." 

» 

This is the first time that a religious motive is given as 
one of the causes for adoption in Babylonia." Even so, the 
economic advantages of this adoption transaction outweigh 
the religious concern for the care of the dead.” 

From the few adoption contracts that have come down to 
us from the Middle Assyrian period (1500-1200 B.C.), it seems 
quite clear that the same economic motives (cheap labor and 
old-age security) , so dominant a factor in the Old Babylonian 
period, were also at the base of the Assyrian adoption cases. 
In one docmnent the adopted son takes upon himself the obli- 
gation to ‘serve and provide for his parents as long as they 
live.’” In another document the adoptive is threatened in 
case of disobedience with having his (front) hair cut and with 
being sold into slavery.” Very few adoption contracts are 
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known from the Neo-Babylonian** and the Late Assyrian 
periods” The reason for the scarcity of adoption transactions 
in these periods probably lies in the fact that, with the excep- 
tion of real adoptions because of childlessness, adoption as a 
means of securing cheap labor had ceased to be a profitable 
investment. The increase in the number of slaves provided the 
market with a large supply of labor ; adoption had outlived its 
economic usefulness and hence its practice was discontinued.** 

7. Insolvency 

Although slaves were recruited from various indigenous 
and foreign sources, the basic supply source for the ever- 
mounting number of slaves in the Ancient Near East was the 
native debtor, for insolvency inevitably led to the debtor’s en- 
slavement." Insolvency could be the result of many causes, 
such as draught, pestilence, war, etcetera, against which the in- 
dividual was powerless to act; but one of the chief factors 
leading to the foreclosure of man and property was unques- 
tionably the exorbitant interest rate charged on loans. In a 
society in which small-scale farming, house industry, and in- 
ternal trade were the chief occupations of the population, 
credit facilities were of paramount importance. The farmer, 
the craftsman, and the merchant needed credit. This credit 
was supplied through loans in the form of silver or goods by 
the temples, priests, landlords, and capitalists. The average 
rate of interest charged in Ancient Babylonia was 20-25 per 
cent on silver and 331/3 per cent on grain. The Hammurabi 
Code maintained this rate and threatened those who charged 
a higher interest with the forfeiture of the loan.^“ The Su- 
merian term for interest is mas, the Accadian, sibtum. The 
usual formula of interest on money reads: sibtam 1 mana 12 
siqil kaspam ussab^"^ ‘interest on one mina, twelve shekels of 
silver he shall pay.’ In a number of documents the interest 
charged is referred to as sibtam kittam ussab^°‘ ‘the normal 
interest he shall pay,’ or sibat ^samas ussab, ‘the interest of 
Shamash [i.e. according to the fixed rate of the Shamash 
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temple] he shall pay.’ These two formulas, though they do 
not mention the interest rate, refer to the normal interest of 
20-25 per cent on money The following are two examples 
of loan documents : one was granted by the Shamash temple 
and is dated in the reign of Naram-Sin, of the dynasty of Esh- 
nunna, and the other was secured from a private money lender 
and is dated in the fourteenth year of Hammurabi. 


BIN vil 79 (tablet) 

1. 17 siqil kaspam 

2. sibat ^samas u-sa-ab 

3. ki ^samas ii gi-da-nu-um 

4. 'ap-pa-an-ili 

5. mar be-li-a-sa-a-gar 

6. su-ba-an-ti 

7. a-na mas-kan-nim 

8. ku-babbar u mas-bi 

9. i-lal-e 


1. Seventeen shekels of silver, 

2. the interest rate of the 
Shamash [temple] he 
will pay, 

3. fi'om [the temple of] 

Shamash and Gidanum 
[a temple official] 

4. Appan-ili, 

5. son of Beli-ashagar, 

6. has received. 

7. At the threshing floor"* 

8. the silver and its interest 

9. he will pay. 


Columbia 298 (text unpublished) 


Obv. 

1. 1/3 siqil kaspam 

2. sibat "^samas u-sa-ab 

3. itti '^samas-mu-ba-li-it 

4. ika-lu-mu-um 

5. mar be-el-su-nu 

6. su-ba-an-ti 

7. um eburim warah sa-du- 
tim 

8. ku i-lal-e 
Rev. 

1. mahar lu-us-ta-mar 


1. One-third shekel of silver, 

2. the interest rate [of the 
temple] of Shamash he 
will pay, 

3. from Shamash-muballit 

4. Kalumum, 

5. son of Belshunu, 

6. has received. 

7. At harvest time, in the 
month of accounts, 

8. the silver he will pay. 

1. Before Lushtammar, 
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2. 

mar a-hu-la-ap-^samas 

2. 

3. 

mahar a-hu-ni tupsarrim 

3. 

4. 

warah i-si-in-'^adad 

4. 

5. 

mu gu-za ^innina 

5. 


ka-dingir-ra^* 



Seals. 



son of Ahulap-Shamash. 
Before Ahuni, the scribe. 
Month of Shabatu. 

The year in which the 
throne for Innina in 
Babylon [was completed]. 


The loan documents of the Hammurabi period do not state 
whether the interest rate was reckoned on a monthly or yearly 
basis. Judging from the documents of the Third Dynasty of 
Ur,”* of the Neo-Babylonian and of the Assyrian periods, in 
which interest was charged by the month, we may assume 
that either this was the case also in the Hammurabi period, or 
that the interest covered the period from spring to harvest 
time. The basic rate of 20-25 per cent and 33 per cent re- 
mained practically unchanged in Babylonia down to the Per- 
sian period.”" 

Assyria had no fixed or average rate of interest. In Late 
Assyria the usurer had a free hand in determining the rate of 
interest he wished the borrower to pay. Interest on money 
varied from 20 per cent to as high as 80 per cent per annum."”" 
The 80 per cent formula reads : ‘2 minas of silver ... 4 shekels 
of silver for 1 mina monthly it shall increase.”” There were 
two other kinds of loans current in Babylonia and Assyria 
loans granted without interest (by the temple and the land- 
lords to their tenants), and loans on which interest was 
charged only after the date of maturity. In the latter case 
the interest was enormous. In Ancient Babylonia 100 per 
cent was charged in Neo-Babylonian times we find 40 per 
cent™ and also 100 per cent;™ in Assyria it reached 100 per 
cent,™ and 141 per cent.™ 


In Nuzi the average interest rate seems to have been 50 
per cent ‘till after the harvest,’ as is shown by the following 
document : 


HSS IX 95 

1. 12 ma-na a-na-ku sa 


1. Twelve minas of lead 
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2. “bel-iddina“3' mar ekalli 

3. [ilka]“na-su-usa 
“hi-is-mi-te-sup mar 
sarri 

4. “am-ma-a-ku mar 
d-li-si-ia 

5. i-na arhi*** ku-ri-il-li sa 
“inu-zi a-na sibti*^* 

6. il-qi ina arki eburi'* 

7. ina arhi*** ku-ri-il-li-ma 

8. sa »'nu-zi 18 ma-na a-na- 
ka 

9. '"am-ma-ku a-na 
™bel-iddina"^ 

10. u-ta-ar 


SLAVERY IN THE NEAR EAST 

2. belonging to Bel-iddina, 
‘son’ of the palace, 

3. a feudal servant of Hish- 
mi-Teshup, son of the 
king, 

4. Ammaku, son of 
Ulishiya 

5. in the month of Kurilli of 
the city of Nuzi, took 

6. at interest. After the 
harvest, 

7. in the month of Kurilli 

8. of the city of Nuzi, 
eighteen minas of lead 

9. Ammaku to Bel-iddina 

10. will return 


In most cases the rate is not specified ; the formula simply 
reads itti sibtisu utar,^* ‘with its interest he shall return,’ or 
‘after the harvest together with the interest’ it shall be re- 
tumed.“’ There is no information in the Old Testament in 
regard to the interest charged in Palestine. From the in- 
junctions against the taking of interest from a fellow-He- 
brew,™ we may infer that interest was charged on loans, and 
that Palestine was no exception to the rule.™ In the case of 
a foreigner, however, the charging of interest was permis- 
sible.™ 

'The fate of the defaulting debtor was slavery. The cred- 
itor had the right to seize him or his pledge and force him to 
perform compulsory service. This right of the creditor was 
recognized by the Sumerian law,™ by the Hammurabi Code,™ 
and by the Assyrian law.™ The creditor assumed full power 
over the defaulting debtor and could dispose of him in what- 
ever manner he pleased. In a document dated in the reign 
of Sin-muballit (predecessor of Hammurabi), a creditor 
seized a woman who, jointly with her husband, had incurred 
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a debt, and carried her off to the city of Malgu.'" The cred- 
itor could subject the seized debtor to maltreatment and by so 
doing exercise pressure on his kinsfolk to redeem him. Cases 
of defaulting debtors being put in irons and imprisoned by 
their creditors were common in the Cassite and in the Neo- 
Babylonian periods.^® Loans were usually granted on secur- 
ity. Where the security was a person, whether a slave, a 
wife, a child, or the debtor himself, the pledge remained in the 
house of the creditor until the debt was paid. In a document 
dated in the reign of Rim-Sin, a man borrowed two shekels of 
silver and gave his son as a pledge, and the document goes on 
to say, ‘as soon as he pays the money, his son he shall re- 
deem.’ ““ In another document, also dated in the reign of Rim- 
Sin, a man borrowed five shekels of silver and handed himself 
over as a pledge, and ‘as soon as he pays the silver, he shall 
redeem himself.”^ It was at these arbitrary and unlimited 
powers of the creditor, which tended to reduce large munbers 
of freeborn Babylonians to slavery, that the laws of para- 
graphs 117-19 of the Hammurabi Code were aimed. The law 
decrees that, in case the hostage was a slave, the creditor could 
dispose of him in whatever manner he pleased, the debtor hav- 
ing no right to interfere. If the pledge was the debtor’s 
slave-concubine who had borne him children, the Code tried 
to exercise a moral pressure on both creditor and debtor : up- 
on the former not to dispose of her as he would legally be jus- 
tified to do if she were a mere slave, and upon the latter to 
redeem his concubine when possible. In case the hostage was 
the wife or the child of the creditor, the Code limited their 
term of servitude, irrespective of the amount of the loan, to 
three years.*® The right of the creditor or guarantor to seize 
and enslave the defaulting debtor or members of his family 
was also exercised in the Cassite*® and in the Neo-Babylonian 
periods. In a Neo-Babylonian document we read of one 
Nabu-etir who had guaranteed a loan for one Bel-lumur. The 
latter did not pay his loan and Nabu-etir then sent a letter to 
his brother asking him to pay the loan to the creditor and to 
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seize the defaulting debtor with his son. The guarantor's 
brother did what he was asked to do : ‘five and one-half minas 
of silver of my own to N [the creditor] I have given ; Bel-lu- 

mur, his son and his wife I have seized.’" In a document 

dated in the reign of Neriglissar, a man gave his son as a sur- 
ety for ten years for a loan of forty-two shekels of silver." 
In a document dated in the reign of Nabonidus, a wife was 
given as a pledge for a loan and in case of non-payment was 
to remain in the possession of the creditor." In a document 
dated in the reign of Artaxerxes I, a man and his son jointly 
incurred a debt and the man’s daughter was given as a pledge. 
The stipulation was that in case the debt was not paid on the 
specified date, the girl would become the slave of the creditor." 

Loans on security were common in Assyria, both in early 
and in later times. Houses, fields, slaves, and free persons 
were given as pledges." As a setoff against the interest of 
the loan, the creditor would occupy the house of the debtor 
without paying rent, or enjoy the usufruct of the pledged field, 
or the labor of the pledged person. The pledged property or 
persons remained in the possession of the creditor until the 
loan was returned : ‘on the day when the lead, the grain, and 
the interest he gives, his wife he shall redeem’;" or, ‘on the 
day when he returns the lead, his son he shall redeem.’" In 
case the debt was not paid at the stipulated time, the pledge, 
slave or freeman, was foreclosed : ‘is the time elapsed, then the 
pledges [consisting of the children of the debtor] will be 
taken; return and claim there shall be none.’" The Middle 
Assyrian code, like the earlier Hammurabi Code, recognized 
the right of the creditor to seize the defaulting debtor or his 
family and regulated the status of such pledges in paragraphs 
39, 44, and 48." The law concerning the pledged and fore- 
closed ‘Assyrian man’ and ‘Assyrian woman’ (paragraph 44) 
reads as follows: ‘If an Assyrian man, or if an Assyrian 
woman, who is dwelling in a man’s house as a pledge for his 
value has been taken, [in discharge of the debt] up to the full 
value, he may flog [him], he may pluck out [his hair], he may 
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bruise [and] bore his ears.’““ The meaning of the law is 
clear : after foreclosure, the freeborn Assyrian man or woman 
is regarded as the creditor’s property and may be treated like 
any other slave.^“ The same procedure was followed in the 
late Assyrian period. In one case, a man paid his debt and 
redeemed his wife and daughter.’" In another case, a debtor 
who could not return his loan surrendered his daughter to the 
creditor ‘in place of his loan’ {kum hubulltsu), and she was 
considered as ‘bought and taken’ by the creditor.’" 

The handing over of freeborn persons as pledges for loans 
was also practiced in Nuzi. Wives, children, and often the 
debtor himself entered into the house of the creditor as a ‘se- 
curity’ {ditennutu) ’“ and remained there, working off the in- 
terest, until the loan was paid. The following is a typical 
Nuzi ‘security’ contract: 

Nuzi III 295 


1. 

tup-pi di-te-en-nu-ti 

1. 

Tablet of security 

2. 

sa '"zi-ni-be-el-li-it 

2. 

of Sin-uballit, 

3. 

mar '^samas-um-ma-ni 

3. 

son of Shamash-umm5nu. 

4. 

1 bilat era*"®® a-na di-te- 

4. 

One talent of copper on 


en-nu-ti 


security 

5. 

“zi-ni-be-el-li-it il-qi 

5. 

Sin-uballit took. 

6. 

u su ki-ma sa eri*"®^ 

6. 

and he, in place of the 
copper. 

7. 

i-na bitati*"®® sa 

7. 

in the house [s] of 


"’te-hi-ip-til-la 


Tehip-tilla, 

8. 

mar pu-hi-se-en-ni as-bu 

8. 

son of Puhi-shenni, shall 
stay. 

9. 

im-ma-ti-me-e 1 bilat 

9. 

When one talent of 


era™®® 


copper 

10. 

"’zi-ni-be-el-li-it 

10. 

Sin-uballit 

11. 

a-na ™te-hi-ip-til-la 

11. 

to Tehip-tilla 

12. 

u-ta-ar u ra-ma-as-su 

12. 

has returned, then him- 
self 

13. 

u-se-us-si u sum-ma 

13. 

he shall have freed.’" If 

14. 

1 umi’"‘ti •"zi-in-be-el-li- 

14. 

for a single day Sin- 




uballit 
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15. la as-bu a-na 1 

16. 1 ma-na era™®3 u-ma-al-la 

17. sum-ma *’"'zi-m-be-el-li-it 

18. mi-it ii era*"®® mare™®®-su 

19. u-ma-al-la 
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15. does not stay [in the 
house of Tehip-tilla] , 
for each day 

16. one mina of copper he 
shall pay. 

17. If Sin-uballit 

18. dies, then the copper his 
children 

19. shall return. 


In this document no maturity date for the return of the 
loan was set. Sin-uballit could free himself whenever he re- 
turned the loan. There was another type of ditennutu con- 
tract in which a definite time limit was set for the return of 
the loan. We have cases in which loans were granted on per- 
sonal security of freeborn people for five,'“ six,’** eight,’" 
ten,’** twenty,’** and even for fifty years. One security docu- 
ment, according to which the ditennu was to serve fifty years 
in order to pay off the interest on a loan consisting of ten imer 
of barley, one ox, one sheep, and ten measures of sesame oil, 
was published in OHNT 25. The following is another such 
document involving the same number of years of service for 
the interest on a loan consisting of three minas of copper. 


Nuzi III 299 

1. ™u-na-a-a mar a-kip-sarri 

2. mara-su "'en-na-ma-di 
ispara a-na 

3. “te-hi-ip-til-la mar 
pu-hi-se-en-ni 

4. a-na ti-te-nu-u-ti ki-ma 

5. 3 bilat eri a-na 50 
sanati*^‘“®® 

6. i-di-in u e-nu-ma 

7. 50 sanati™®* u-un-te-el- 
li-ma 

8. 3 bilat era u-ta-ar-ma 


1. Unaya, son of Akip- 
sharri, 

2. his son Enna-mati, a 
weaver, to 

3. Tehip-tilla, son of Puhi- 
shenni, 

4. as a security for 

5. three talents of copper 
for fifty years 

6. gave. When 

7. the fifty years will have 
expired, 

8. three talents of copper he 
shall return 



SOURCES OF SLAVERY 


31 


9. u usi sum-ma u-na-a-a 

10. it-ta-ba-al-qa-at era 

11. li-ta-ar u mara-su i-ri-is 

12. u awelui“ awela'^ ispara 

13. i-sa-da-ad 


9. and go out. If Unaya 

10. breaks the agreement, 
the copper 

11. he shall return and take 
back his son. 

12. and [as a penalty for the 
breach of the agreement] 
a man [that is, the cred- 
itor Tehip-tilla] from the 
man [that is from 
Unaya] a weaver 

13. will requisition."* 


The first type of the ditennutu transaction in which the 
borrower could free his pledge whenever he returned the loan 
presents no difficulties. This was a common practice in the 
Ancient Near East. It is the second type, in which a definite 
time limit for the return of the loan and subsequent release 
of the pledged person was set, that presents difficulties and 
hence is of considerable interest. It seems that the best defi- 
nition of the character of this type of ‘loan’ with personal se- 
curity would be to describe it as indentured servitude. In the 
first type, the pledged person was held merely as a collateral 
security for the loan, while in the latter, the services to be 
rendered by the ditennu was the most essential feature of the 
transaction and not the loan itself, which was of secondary 
importance. The three talents of copper which Tehip-tilla 
loaned to Unaya represented in fact, though not in theory, the 
wages paid in advance for fifty years of service of a skilled 
weaver. This is abundantly clear from the document. It did 
not matter greatly to Tehip-tilla if Unaya should break the 
agreement by paying back the copper and withdrawing his 
son. Lines 9-13 state expressly that should Unaya break the 
contract he would still have to supply another weaver to serve 
out the fifty years. The substitution of another weaver in 
this case does not represent a penalty imposed on one party 
for breach of contract ; it represents the demand for the f ul- 
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filment of the contract which called for a fifty-year service 
term of a weaver. Whether this weaver be called Ennamati 
or X, Y, Z was immaterial to Tehip-tilla. 

The round number ‘fifty years’ was, of course, a legal fic- 
tion, a disguise, for as far as the ditennu himself was con- 
cerned, service under contract for fifty years meant in fact 
sale into slavery for life. Supposing that Enna-mati was 
eighteen years of age when he entered the house of Tehip-tilla, 
he would be sixty-eight by the time his term would end, and 
even then he could free himself only when he returned the 
three talents of copper. It is safe to assume that very few 
of the ditennu persons who contracted themselves or were con- 
tracted by others to serve from ten to fifty years were actual- 
ly ever freed. This is the opinion of Koschaker’® and of 
Speiser.^* That this was so is shown by OHNT 29, transliter- 
ated by Pfeiffer and translated by Speiser. The document 
reads as follows : 

The tongue of Shukteshup the weaver spoke in the 
presence of witnesses: ‘I am a ditennu of Tulpunnaya, 
and there is no one to go bail for me. So of my free will 
I have cast myself in bondage.’™ And thus [further] 
Shukteshup : ‘If on account of the bondage I should com- 
plain [against] Tulpunnaya [ , . . ] one mina of silver to 
Tulpunnaya I shall pay as fine.’ 

Shuk-Teshup was not an exception. The same fate must 
have befallen many a Nuzian pledge. Defaulting debtors 
were always subject to seizure by the creditor;™ even children 
could be enslaved for the debts of their grandfathers.™ 

The right of seizure of the defaulting debtor by his creditor 
was in like manner exercised in Palestine. In ii Kings 4:1-2 
the creditor seized the two children of his deceased debtor and 
the widow appealed to the prophet Elisha for help : ‘The cred- 
itor has come to take unto him my two children to be his 
slaves.’ The practice of seizure and the subsequent sale of 
insolvent debtors are reflected in the prophetic literature : ‘Be- 
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cause they have sold the righteous for silver and the needy for 
a pair of sandals and ‘which of my creditors is it to whom 
I have sold you?”®' Nehemiah 5:1-5 shows that in Palestine 
loans were granted on security. Houses, vineyards, olive 
groves, and children were pledged, and if the debts were not 
paid, the creditors foreclosed the land and reduced the pledged 
children to slavery Like the Hammurabi Code in Baby- 
lonia, the Old Testament codes sought to arrest the unlimited 
power of the creditor by demanding that the Hebrew default- 
ing debtor should not be enslaved forever. But while the 
Hammurabi Code limited the period of enforced service to 
three years, the Biblical laws limited it to six years.”* The 
Deuteronomic law upheld the six-year term of service, but con- 
sidered it necessary to give an added reason why the debtor 
should be released after the six-year term. It impressed up- 
on the mind of the reluctant creditor that he had been actual- 
ly served double the term of what was lawfully considered (by 
the Hammurabi Code) to be sufficient to work off one’s debts: 
‘It shall not seem hard to you when you let him go free from 
you, for the double of the hire of a hired laborer has he served 
you, six years.’”" 



II 


Legal Status 


1. The Nature of the Sale Contract 
Legally the slave was considered a chattel. He was a com- 
modity that could be sold, bought, leased, exchanged, or in- 
herited. In sharp contrast to the free man, his father’s name 
was almost never mentioned; he had no genealogy, being a 
man without a name. In the Sumerian period the slave is 
simply referred to as sag ‘head,” sag nitff or eri(d)* ‘male 
slave,’ and sag geme or sag munus'' ‘female slave.’ In con- 
formity with this view, the early Sumerian slave-sale deed dif- 
fered neither in form nor in wording from any other deed of 
sale. The slave-sale contract consisted of four, five, or six 
clauses: (1) the name of the slave sold, (2) the names of the 
seller and buyer; (3) price; (4) clause concerning the revoca- 
tion of the transaction; (5) oath of the parties; and (6) the 
names of the witnesses and the date. The text of one of the 
earliest slave-sale documents, dated in the reign of Entemena, 
ensi of Lagash, reads as follows : ‘One female slave G, from Z, 
X has bought. Ten shekels of silver and one hundred and 
twenty sila of barley, the price for her, Z has received, and 
three sila of mixed wine and two sila of bread, Z’s daughter 
has received.’ This is followed by a long list of the names of 
the witnesses, by a clause concerning the revocation of the 
sale, and by the date." Following are a few examples of slave- 
sale documents from the Third Dynasty of Ur : 


BE III" 15 

1. 1 sag nita [x-x-] lum mu- 
ni-im 

2. 11 gin ku-babbar-sd 

3. ur-e lugal-a-ni-su 

4. ur-'inusku tam-kar 


1. One male slave . . . lum by 
name, 

2. for eleven shekels of silver, 

3. from Ur-e, his owner, 

4. Ur-Nusku, the merchant, 


U 
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5. in-si-sam* 

BJ 7r 

1. 1 sag geme an-um-im-di [ ?] 
mu-ni-im 

2. nig-sam 4 -ni 

3. 5 se kiir 

4. ur-^en-lil-la-se 

5. ur-^dumu-zi-da-ra 

6. in-si-sam 4 

7. nu-gi4-gi4-da 


8. mu lugal-al-bi i-pa“ 

UMBS VIII’ 157 

1. 1 sag [munus] 

2. a-a-zi-mu mu-ni-im 

3. nig-sam 4 -ma-ni 10 gin 
ku-babbar 

4. ur-nigin-gar dumu ur- 
•^babbar-ra 

5. ur-^KAL-KAL dumu ur- 
den-lil 

6. in-si-sam 4 

7. Iu-lu-nu-gi 4 -gi 4 -de 

8. mu lugal-bi i-pa-es.’ 

KV 50 

1. 1 sag nita-a 4 

2. ses-dingir-mu 

3. mu-ni 

4. nig-sam-ni-se 

5- 5^ gin ku-babbar 

6. ba-si-la 

7. a-bu . . . 


5. has bought. 


1. One female slave Anum- 
imdi [ ?] by name, 

2. her price 

3. five kur of grain, 

4. Ur-Enlil from 

5. Ur-Dumuzida 

6. has bought. 

7. That he [i.e. the seller] 
will not turn [i.e. con- 
test the sale] , 

8. by the king he has sworn. 


1. One [female] slave 

2. A-a-zimu by name, 

3. her price ten shekels of 
silver, 

4. from Ur-nigingar, son of 
Ur-Babbar, 

5. Ur-Kalkal, son of Ur-Enlil 

6. has bought. 

7. That one shall not turn 
against the other, 

8. by the king they have 
sworn. 


1. One male slave 

2. Shesh-dingirmu 

3. by name, 

4. for his price 

5. five and one-half shekels 
of silver 

6. was paid. 

7. Abu... 
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Break. 

Date. 

RV 51 
Obv. 


1. 

1 sag nita 

1. 

One male slave 

2. 

lu-^sin 

2. 

Lu-Sin 

3. 

mu-ni-im 

3. 

by name, 

4. 

nig-sam-ma-ni 

4. 

his price 

5. 

4 ( ?) gin ku-babbar 

5. 

four[?] shekels of silver 


Break. 


[X] 

Rev. 



1. 

i-[si]-la 

1. 

has paid. 

2. 

^en . . . ma ( ?) -ka-se 

2. 

• • » 

3. 

mu lugal in-pa" 

3. 

By the king he has sworn 


Beginning with the Sargonid period, slave-sale documents 
often contain the bukannu (Sumerian: gis-gan-na) clause. 
The exact meaning of this term is as yet not clear. It was 
undoubtedly a symbolical act consisting of the seller’s hand- 
ing over some kind of object to the buyer and thus legalizing 
the act of transfer of the sold commodity. Following are a 
few examples of slave-sale documents containing the bukannu 
clause from the Sargonid period, from the Third Dynasty of 
Ur, and from Larsa : 

ITT 1 1040 

2. dumu na . . . 

3. lugal-usumgal 

4. ensi 2 -ge 

5. i-ne-si — [sam] 

6. lugal-sus su-kue-lugal 

7. su-ba-ti 

8. gis-a ib-ta-b[al]“ 


1. [X] 

2. son of Na . . . 

3. Lugal-ushumgal, 

4. the ensi, 

5. has bought. 

6. Lugal-shush, the king’s 
fisherman, 

7. has received [it] [the 
silver (?)] 

8. The bukannu he [the pur- 
chaser] brought over [to 
himself]" 
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ITT ll 4588 

1. 6 gin igi [. . .] ku [. . .] 

2. nig-sani 4 [. . .] 

3. 1 ur-li 

4. bar-ra-[an] 

5. dumu lugal-<^nin- [. . .] 

6. i-si-la 

7. lugal-an-ni [. . .] 

8. gis-a ib-[ta-bal] 

9. ur-nigin-[gar?] 

10. ku-bi-...“ 

YBT V 132 

1. Istar-ellati‘* mu-ni-im 

2. a-na hu-bu-ul-li-su 

3. 1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

4. ibal-mu-nam-he 

5. sam-til-la-ni-se 

6. in-na-an-la 

7. gis-gan-na ib-ta-bal“ 


YBT V 141 

1. i<isin-ma-gir mu-ni-im 

2. dumu puzur-'^nu-mus-da 

3. u ta-ri-ba-tum 

4. ki pdzur-’^nu-mus-da 
ad-da-ni 

5. u ta-ri-ba-tum ama-a-ni 

6. %al-mu-nam-he 

7. in-si-in-sam 

8. 1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

9. sam-til-la-ni-se 

10. in-na-an-la 


1. Six shekels and [one- 
third?] of silver, 

2. the price 

3. of Ur-li, 

4. Barran, 

5. son of Lugal-Nin . . . , 

6. has paid. 

7. Lugal-anni . . . 

8. the bukannu brought 
over [to himself] . 

9. Ur-nigin[gar?] 

10. the silver [has received] . 


1. Ishtar-ellati by name, 

2. for his [her owner’s?] 
debt, 

3. one-third mina of silver, 

4. Balmunamhe, 

5. as her full price, 

6. has paid. 

7. The bukannu he [the pur- 
chaser] brought over [to 
himself] . 

1. Sin-magir by name, 

2. son of Puzur-Numushda 

3. and Taribatum, 

4. from Puzur-Numushda, 
his father, 

5. and Taribatum, his 
mother, 

6. Balmunamhe 

7. has bought. 

8. One-third mina of silver, 

9. as his full price, 

10. he has paid. 
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11. gis-gan-na ib-ta-bal 11. The ftM/cannw he [the pur- 

chaser] brought over [to 
himself] . 

Beginning with the Hammurabi period, we find in the sale 
documents a special clause pertaining to the transfer of slaves 
only. This clause is a guaranty given by the seller to the pur- 
chaser that safeguards the latter against three eventualities, 
namely, those of teb’Uum ‘inquiry,’ bennum ‘epilepsy,’ and 
paqdrum ‘claim.’ The first allows the purchaser a period of 
grace, from one to three days, for inquiry after the antece- 
dents of the slave in case he should turn out to be a fugitive. 
The second, lasting for a month, insures the buyer against the 
possibility that the slave might suffer from an incurable dis- 
ease, undetectable at the time of the sale. The third, character- 
istic not only of slave-sales but also of sales of other commod- 
ities, is unlimited in time, and guarantees the purchaser 
against a claimant who might in future days contest the legal- 
ity of the sale. The guaranty formula, included in most of the 
slave sale documents of the Hammurabi period, reads as fol- 
lows: um 3-kam te-ib-i-tum warhum l-kdm bi-en-nu-um a-na 
ba-aq-ri-sa ki-ma si-im-da-at sarrim iz-za-a-az ‘three days for 
inquiry, one month for epilepsy, for her [i.e. the female slave] 
vindication [on the part of a third party] according to the 
laws of the king he [the seller] stands surety.”® The Hammu- 
rabi Code does not mention the teb’Uum clause. It recognizes 
the invalidity of a slave-sale transaction only in cases of ben- 
num and paqdrum.’' 

We have no evidence, with the exception perhaps of the 
corvee, that the state and the church in early Babylonia had 
any claim on the labor of the slave. In the Neo-Babylonian 
period, however, the slave was subject to a number of state 
and church duties, and hence the seller had to guarantee to 
the purchaser that the sold slave had already fulfilled his ob- 
ligations and that he was free of any claim upon him by the 
government and temple. These claims appear in the docu- 
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ments in the form of guaranties and consist of : ( 1 ) arad sar- 
rutu, resp. amat sarriitu ‘kings service’; (2) hit slsl ‘stable 
service’; (3) narfcabti ‘chariot-house service’ ; (4) bit ktissl 
‘throne service’; and (5-7) susanutu, bit passuri, and kizazutu 
services.’^ The other guaranties, not connected with state and 
church obligations, are the following: (1) pdqirdnu ‘claim- 
ant’; (2) slhu ‘rebellion’;" (3) mdr banutu ‘personal free- 
dom’; (4) sirqutu ‘consecrated slavery’ (i.e. a guaranty that 
the slave had not previously been dedicated by his master to 
a temple) ; (5) hiliqqu ‘escape’; (6) mltutu ‘death’; and (7-8) 
uskutv}^ and muruqquf" These fifteen guaranties are found 
in various combinations, from one to nine, in one document. 
The most common formula in the Neo-Babylonian period con- 
tains guaranties against rebellion, claim, king’s service, and 
personal freedom.” The sixfold formula of this period adds 
to the above-mentioned four hiliqqu and mltutu, i.e. a guar- 
anty also against the escape and the sudden death of the slave.” 
In the Persian and Greek periods the guaranties of the secur- 
ity clause vary widely and range in number from five to 
eight. One document, dated in the reign of Darius, contains 
as many as nine guaranties : ‘responsibility against rebellion, 
claim, king’s service, personal freedom, consecrated slavery, 
susanutu service, stall service, throne service, and chariot ser- 
vice B bears.’” 'The guaranties against consecrated slavery, 
susanutu, personal freedom, king’s service, stall service, 
throne service, and chariot service are in some documents 
given ana umi sdti ‘for ever,’ and the guaranty against escape 
adi 1-me umu ‘for one hundred days.’” In other documents 
a time limit of one hundred days is given against escape,” 
while no limit is set for the other guaranties. 

The guaranty clause is also found in Assyrian slave-sale 
documents. In three Middle Assyrian deeds of sale, the for- 
mula reads : ‘Against a claim [on the part of a third party] , 
he [the seller] stands surety.’” In the Late Assyrian period 
guaranties are given against sibtu ‘leprosy’, bennu ‘epilepsy,’ 
and sartu ‘claim [?].’ The formula reads: ‘Against leprosy 
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[and] epilepsy one hundred days, against a claim [?] all 
years.’” It is significant that this threefold guaranty for- 
mula, found in many® though not in alP documents, is very 
seldom mentioned in sale documents of agricultural slaves, 
who were sold together with the land on which they were 
settled.* The same formula is also found in a slave-sale doc- 
ument from Tell Halaf.” In the Nuzi documents the guaranty 
clause contains only plrqu, ‘claim.’ In case a claim is raised 
against the slave by a third party, the seller must ‘clear’ 
(uzakku) him and hand him over to the purchaser.” 

Family ties were disregarded in the disposal of slaves. 
Husbands were separated from their wives, wives were sold 
without their husbands, and even young children were not 
spared. The only exception made was in the case of infants 
‘at the breast,’ who were sold with their mothers. The larg- 
est number of slave-sale documents from Babylonia concern 
single men and women. Whether these individuals at the 
time of sale were married or had children whom they were 
forced to leave behind is, of course, not stated. Occasionally 
we hear of the sale of husband and wife together.” This fact, 
however, in no way proves that family relations were re- 
spected. Economic necessity may have forced the owner to 
sell his two slaves who happened to be man and wife ; the sale 
of whole families together, however, was not uncommon.” 
That family ties were not respected is amply attested by the 
large number of documents in which the subjects of the sale 
were women with their young children.” The value of the in- 
fant still ‘at the breast’ of its mother was added to the price 
of the slave woman. Thus, one woman sold with her baby 
scored the high price of eighty shekels of silver.” A docu- 
ment from the Cassite period records the sale of two men, 
four women, and one baby girl ; the latter was priced as worth 
three shekels while the price of an adult male was set at ten 
shekels and that of a woman at seven shekels.” 

In the Neo-Babylonian period the ages of the infants, for 
reasons of price, were often stated.” In one case a pregnant 
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woman was given as a security by her master to his creditor. 
The owner was careful to note that the pledge consisted of a 
pregnant slave woman and her unborn child ‘to whom . . . she 
will give birth.’* The creditor kept the female slave for a 
while and then sold her with her baby to another person. 
Documents from Neo-Babylonia attest to the sale of young 
children without their parents. In one document, dated in 
the reign of Nabonidus, a four-year old girl was sold accord- 
ing to another document, dated in the reign of Cambyses, two 
boys, one five and the other four years old, were sold.*^ In the 
Late Assyrian period slaves attached to the soil, the so-called 
glebae adscripti, were usually sold with the land on which they 
were settled. Those not attached to the soil were sold either 
with their families or individually, as best fitted the interest 
of the owners.** Cases of women sold with their infants, were 
also not uncommon.** 

Although metal was widely used in business transactions, 
barter in commodities never ceased to play an important role 
in the economic life of the Euphrates Valley. Like any other 
commodity, slaves were also bartered for other goods in the 
open market. Thus, a Marduk priestess exchanged her fe- 
male slave for another one,** and a bridegroom paid the pur- 
chase price for his bride in forty shekels of silver and one male 
slave.** In Neo-Babylonia, a female slave with her two 
daughters (one of them an infant) was exchanged for a 
house ;*• in another case a man gave in payment for his bride 
one and a half shekels of silver and one male slave for whom 
he had paid thirty shekels of silver.*' In Assyria, a mother 
handed over a female slave in expiation for a crime committed 
by her son ;** an officer of the king exchanged three male slaves 
for a horse in good condition ;*’ while in another case one male 
slave was exchanged for a female slave.* In Nuzi, Shilwa- 
Teshup, son of the king, received from a citizen of Hanigalbat 
two women, one ox, and one ass in exchange for three female 
slaves." 

Sales in the ancient Orient were usually conducted *in the 



42 


SLAVERY IN THE NEAR EAST 


gate’ of the city, that is, in open markets or bazaars. It is 
therefore very likely that slaves for sale were brought by their 
masters to the market and sold in public. In an old Assyrian 
slave-sale document from Kanish, it is mentioned that the 
contract of the sale was written before ‘the chief of the mar- 
ket,’ from which Lewy infers ‘that the sale took place in the 
open market.’® This seems to have been the custom also in 
Nuzi. The phrase tuppu ina arki siiduti satir ‘the tablet was 
written after the proclamation,’ often found in Nuzi contracts, 
is interpreted by Koschaker to mean that transfer of property, 
particularly real estate and slaves, was accompanied by a pub- 
lic proclamation in the gate of the city. The purpose of the 
proclamation was to serve notice to all that a given property 
was changing hands and that those who may have a claim up- 
on it should come and present their case.” Real estate could 
not, of course, be exhibited ‘in the gate,’ but slaves may have 
been brought there by their masters so that possible claimants 
might recognize them before the sale was concluded.” 

2. Branding 

Babylonia had a class legislation, but it was not a caste 
state. The inequality and discrimination before the law, dis- 
played in the Hammurabi Code in regard to the three main 
classes that constituted Babylonian society, were based not on 
race or birth, but primarily on wealth. To be sold, or to sell 
oneself into slavery because of poverty or indebtedness was a 
misfortune that could befall any man. This new status, how- 
ever, was not irrevocable. The slave could be adopted, manu- 
mitted, or could buy his freedom with his peculium. The fact 
that the slave could, theoretically at least, always be freed 
made him a member of a low, dependent class but not a mem- 
ber of a caste. However, as long as he remained a slave he 
was legally regarded as a chattel, and as such he was marked 
with a visible property mark just as an animal was by a tag. 
The earliest laws that mention the slave mark are the so-called 
Sumerian Family Laws. Paragraph l of this cycle of laws 
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dealing with adoption reads: ‘If an [adopted] son to his 
father, “not my father are you” say, he shall cut his [front] 
hair, put a slave mark upon him, and sell him for money’ (o&- 
bu-ut-tum i-sa-ak-kdn-su u a-na kaspi i-nam-din-su) In the 
Hammurabi Code the slave mark is mentioned in paragraphs 
146, 226, and 227. The first law deals with the case of a fe- 
male slave who had borne children to the husband of her child- 
less mistress and as a result tried to take precedence over her. 
The law provides that such an arrogant female slave may not 
be sold for money but ‘the mistress may put a slave mark up- 
on her and count her among her slaves,’ (ab-bic-ut-tam i-sa-ak- 
ka-an-si-ma it-ti amdtim i-ma-an-nu-si) . The last two laws 
deal with the case of a ‘shearer’ who unlawfully cut off the 
slave mark. The first law, that of the Sumerian Family 
Laws, appears in numerous adoption contracts of the Old 
Babylonian period. The rebellious adopted child is threat- 
ened in some cases with having his hair cut oif and then sold 
for money," or with having his hair cut off, a slave mark put 
on him, and then sold for money (u-ga-la-bu-su ab-bu-tim i-sa- 
ka-nu-su-ma a-na kaspim i-na-di-nu-su) f In a highly inter- 
esting document dated in the reign of Ammiditana of the First 
Babylonian Dynasty, the case is told of a certain Warad-Bu- 
nene who had been illegally sold into a foreign country. Af- 
ter having served there for five years, he fled and came back 
to his native city of Babylon. The authorities, in accordance 
with the law of paragraph 280 of the Hummurabi Code, set 
him free. They said to him : el-li-ta ab-bu-ut-tor-ka gu-ul-lu- 
ba-at “you are cleansed [i.e. free] , your slave mark is herewith 
cut oif.”“ 

What the character was of the Ancient Babylonian slave 
mark is as yet not clear. Gullubu means ‘to cut, to shear, to 
shave,’ which would suggest that the abbuttum was a mark in- 
cised with a hot iron and that its removal, as is evident from 
the laws of paragraphs 226-7 of the Hammurabi Code, re- 
quired the skill of a surgeon. MSL i, Tf. 2, col. iv. 1-15 may 
be cited in support of the theory that the practice of incising 
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marks on slaves was known in Ancient Babylonia. This 
paragraph deals either with a fugitive slave or with a fugitive 
pledge. It states that, after the fugitive had been recaptured, 
his master shaved him, put the abbuttum on him, sold him for 
money, etcetera, and in addition ha-laq sa-bat i-na por-ni-su iq- 
qur, which Landsberger translates, “entlaufen, verhaften” in 
sein Gesicht hat er geschnitten[?].’ We thus have clear evi- 
dence that fugitive slaves (or fugitive pledges) were branded. 
The abbuttum may have been a general mark, while in the 
case of the fugitive an added mark was incised upon his face, 
proclaiming his status for all to see. The practice of brand- 
ing some temple slaves in the Neo-Babylonian period may also 
be cited as an added argument in favor of this theory." A 
second possibility, judging from the numerous references to 
tattooing of the slave’s wrists in the Neo-Babylonian period, 
is that the abbuttum was a mark tattooed on some visible part 
of the slave’s body. In this, as in the former case, a profes- 
sional ‘shearer’ would still be required to perform the opera- 
tion of cutting off the mark. 

A third, and by far the most plausible theory, is that the 
abbuttum was a small tablet of clay or metal hung on a chain 
around the neck, wrist, or ankle of the slave." This theory 
is supported by two manumission documents from the Ham- 
murabi period (both from Nippur) in which it is stated that 
the ‘mark’ was broken after the slaves had been declared man- 
umitted. 


UMBS Vin’ 137 (dated in the reign of Samsu-iluna) . 


1. 

kisibs nam-[sikil-la-ni-se] 

1. 

2. 

iistar-u-ta-[a]r sag geme 

2. 

3. 

inu-du-ub-tum diunu- 

3. 


[SAL] si-li-d . . . 


4. 

ama-ar-gi 4 -ni in-gar 

4. 

5. 

sag-ki-ni in-lah-lah 

5. 

6. 

BI nam-geme-ni-su in-gaz 

6. 


Manumission document. 
Ishtar-utar, a female slave, 
Nuddubtum, daughter of 
Silli 

her freedom has granted. 
Her forehead she has 
cleansed 

[and] the BI of her slav- 
ery she has broken. 
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7. kisibs nam-sikil-la-ni-se 7. A manumission document 

8. in-na-an-sub 8. she has given her. 

Chiera, who gave a transliteration and translation of this 
document (ibid. p. 132), translated line 6: ‘The mark [?] of 
her slavery she has destroyed.’ The meaning of BI is as yet 
unknown but it is evident from the verb gaz ‘to break’ that 
the BI must have been a tag of clay or metal that was broken 
after Ishtarutar was manumitted. The phrase is found in 
another manumission document (BE vT 8:7), dated in the 
reign of Rim-Sin. It reads: BI nam-geme-ni in-kds”^ ‘the BI 
of her slavery she has broken.’ 

Further evidence of the wearing of tags by slaves comes 
from Nuzi. In one document, a disobeying son is threatened 
with being put in the servants’ quarters and ab-bu-ta-su-nu u- 
mas-sai'-su it, i-na sepi-su-nu i-na-an-di-nu ‘the slave mark shall 
be affixed and placed upon his [their] foot.”^ The other case is 
that of a slave who had been stolen and sold into a foreign 
country. The official who prosecuted the case produced as evi- 
dence the stolen slave’s abbuttum: ‘his slave mark Mush-apu 
[the official] laid hold of’ {ab-bu-ta-su mu-sa-pu il-ta-pa-at) 
Obviously, this can only mean that a chain to which a tag was 
fastened was put on the slave’s ankle or wrist.®* Olive-shaped 
tags of clay pressed on the knot or the edge of a cord and tied 
around the neck or horns of animals as identification marks 
were widely used in Ancient Babylonia. The tag containued a 
few short lines classifying the animal and giving the name of 
its owner or shepherd.® Exactly such were the clay tags worn 
as identification marks by some slaves in the pre-IIammurabi 
period.” 

The widespread practice of marking slaves in Ancient 
Babylonia is further emphasized in the act of ‘the cleansing 
of the forehead.’ Since enslavement was characterized by put- 
ting on the mark, manumission was signified by the removal 
of the mark. In the case of Warad-Bunene, cited above, the 
act of manumission consisted in the removal of the slave mark 
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and in the declaration by the city officials : ‘You are cleansed.’ 
In the numerous slave adoption documents, however, no men- 
tion of the slave mark is made. Instead, the formula of man- 
umission reads : ‘his. [or her] forehead was cleansed.’" This 
‘cleansing’ has been explained to mean not an actual removal 
of the mark, since, indeed, no mark is mentioned, but as a 
symbolical act, a kind of ‘consecration by water.’" This may 
have been so. But the very fact that the freed slave had to 
go through a ceremony of cleansing proves that it was the 
prevailing custom, though not consistently adhered to, to tat- 
too, brand, or fasten a mark upon the slave, the removal of 
which signified his release. This interpretation of the cleans- 
ing act does not imply that each and every slave was actually 
marked." We must remember that slaves released by adop- 
tion, or by dedication to a temple, or by unconditional manu- 
mission, were mostly house slaves who stood in close contact 
with their masters and that many of them had either been 
purchased at a tender age or were born in the house. Such 
slaves were treated as members of the household and there 
was no need to mark them. However, when released, they 
had to go through the ‘cleansing’ act; for theoretically they 
were subject to the wearing of a slave mark. 

In the Neo-Babylonian period the prevailing custom of 
marking was to tattoo the name of the owner on the hand or 
on the wrist of the slave. This is described in slave-sale doc- 
uments as : ‘A, whose left wrist is inscribed with the name of 
N ;’ or ‘A, whose right wrist is inscribed with the name of N.’" 
When the slave changed masters, the new owner added his 
name to the slave’s wrist. If the first owner had inscribed 
his name on the left hand, the second one wrote his name on 
the right hand,” and the third master on either hand. Thus, 
when the female slave Itti-Nana-guzu was sold for a third 
time she already had her right and left wrists tattooed with 
the names of her former two masters." From a document 
dated in the reign of Darius I, we learn that in some cases 
slaves were marked with a symbol. The mark consisted of 
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an ax and stylus (mar-ru it qct-an tup-pi) tattooed upon the 
wrist of the slave.” Animals were often marked with the 
same symbol.” The axe and stylus design was the emblem 
of Marduk and Nabu ” but it was also used by private persons 
as a trade mark or as a family emblem. Two documents from 
the Seleucid era show that the axe and the stylus were not 
the only symbols used. Two slaves who had already been 
marked by their former masters were marked again by their 
new masters. The second mark is described as hu-tdr-tum sd- 
ni-tum.''" Kriickmann translates this phrase ‘zweites Herr- 
schaftszeichen,’ and calls attention to Accadian hatru and 
Hebrew hoter ‘staff, scepter.*” Since it does not appear that 
the two owners were either kings or high officials, it may be 
suggested that the ‘staff’ in these two documents was used as 
a private emblem. It seems that some slaves in this period 
wore tags. In a document dated in the reign of Nabonidus, 
a slave who claimed that he had been adopted and thus freed 
was forced to admit his perjury and confessed that his former 
mistress had ‘sealed’ him (tak-nu-ka-an-ni-ma) It is quite 
possible that the seal with which this slave was impressed by 
his former owner was a clay tag, which the slave himself had 
broken off in order to remove the evidence of his servitude. 
Another technical term for a slave (and animal) mark was 
sindu” Like the abbuttum of the Old Babylonian period, it 
is not quite clear what the sindu actually was. From the data 
at our disposal it may be argued that the Hndu was a tag. On 
the other hand, the overwhelming majority of contracts in 
which this term is employed clearly demonstrates that it was 
a tattoo mark." Temple slaves were often marked with a kak- 
kab-ti se-en-diJ^ The Mndu mark is mentioned also in connec- 
tion with privately owned slaves, the ‘sindu of female slavery.’" 
The term snitt is employed in the Elphantine Papyrus K5 dated 
in the fifth century B.c. The snitt was tattooed on the right 
hand of a slave, within which, or near which, was tattooed the 
letter yod.^ 

The Neo-Babylonian temple slaves were as a rule, though 
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not exclusively, marked with a star, the symbol of the goddess 
Ishtar. The star (kakkabu) was often accompanied by an 
additional mark referred to as arratu ‘branding’ : ‘the star and 
branding upon her wrist.’“ Similarly, animals belonging to 
the temple were also marked with a star.® Though the 
temple kept records of its slaves, it was the ‘mark’ that pub- 
licly proclaimed their status. The presentation to and accep- 
tance by the temple of free and unfree persons as slaves were 
often acompanied by branding the said persons with a star. 
Thus, a certain lady whose husband ‘had gone to his fate’ and 
left her with two young sons dedicated them publicly, in the 
presence of high temple officials, to the goddess Ishtar. After 
reciting her bad luck and misfortunes she proclaimed : ‘Sham- 
ash-eriba and Shamash-leu [my] young sons, I have marked 
with a star and given them to the Belit of Erech. As long as 
they live, let them be members of the shirqutu order of the 
Belit of Erech.’® In another case, a man marked his female 
slave with a star and then dedicated her to a temple. After 
his death his heir refused to hand her over to the proper au- 
thorities. But the female slave apparently preferred the 
temple to her newly acquired master. She went to the temple 
authorities and showed them her star mark. That proved the 
case. Her owner was allowed to keep her in his service until 
his death and afterwards she was to be handed over to the 
temple." On the other hand, a certain Shamash-shum-iddin 
was claimed by a temple as its slave on the ground that his 
grandmother had been a branded slave. Fortunately for the 
man, he found a witness who testified in court : ‘The star and 
branding upon the hand of H . . . , the grandmother of Sh . . . 
I did not see.’* This testimony, given under oath, freed the 
man from service in the temple. 

The Middle and the Late Assyrian documents dealing with 
the adoption of unfree persons and the sale of slaves do not 
mention a slave mark." In Nuzi some slaves appear to have 
been marked. The abbuttum is mentioned in two docu- 
ments,” and it is quite clear that it was a tag attached to a 
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chain. The Biblical law prescribes that he who voluntarily 
submits to perpetual slavery shall have his ear pierced with 
an awl (Ex. 21:6, Dt. 15:17). It is difficult to see what the 
purpose of this piercing was. Surely, it was not a mark in 
the sense that the abbuttum and the sindu were, for the hole 
was necessarily small and invisible. It may therefore be sug- 
gested that the hole was made in order to push through it a 
ring, or cord, on which was fastened a tag made of clay or 
metal. This does not exclude the possibility of the existence 
also of a tattooing mark. Cain’s mark (Gen. 4 :15) , the writ- 
ing of Yahweh’s name on the hand (Is.44:5, 49:16), and the 
tau mark upon the forehead (Ez. 9:4) clearly show that tat- 
too marks were used to signify possession. We may therefore 
conclude that, as in Babylonia, Palestinian slaves were marked 
with property signs either in the form of a suspended tag at- 
tached to the ear, or with a tattoo mark bearing the owner’s 
name on the wrist. 

The evidence presented in this paragraph concerning the 
practice of marking slaves does not, however, warrant the 
conclusion that every slave was marked. To be sure, the 
Sumerian Family Laws, the Hammurabi Code, and the Bib- 
lical legislation all mention the slave mark, but on the other 
hand, the greater number of the documents relating to slaves 
both in Ancient and in Neo-Babylonia do not mention it. 
This forces upon us the conclusion that the slave mark, to 
which, according to the law, all slaves were subject, was pri- 
marily impressed upon those slaves who showed a tendency to 
run away. This point is clearly expressed in a private let- 
ter from the Neo-Babylonian period in which a man instructed 
his agent to summon a marker and have his runaway slaves 
marked. That is, only after the slaves had run away and 
were recaptured did the owner decide to mark them.” This 
view is confirmed by the Babylonian rabbis, who held that 
marking of slaves as a precaution against escape is advisable : 
‘It is permissible to mark a slave in order that he should not 
run away.’“ If this conclusion be correct, then the Babylon- 
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ian slave mark is to be regarded not as a class mark, but as 
a precautionary device to safeguard precarious property. 

3. The Female Slave 

The female slave, like her brother, the male slave, was 
treated as a commodity. She was leased for work, given as 
a pledge, handed over as a part of a dowry, or presented as a 
gift to the temple. In addition to her routine duties as a maid 
servant, she was subject also to burdens peculiar to her sex. 
Ownership of a female slave meant not only the right to em- 
ploy her physical strength, but also, and in many cases pri- 
marily, the exploitation of her charms by the male members 
of her master’s household” and the utilization of her body for 
the breeding of slave children. The highest position a female 
slave could achieve was to become a child-bearing concubine 
to her master, and the lowest, to be used as a professional 
prostitute. 

According to the Hammurabi Code a slave-concubine and 
her children were to be set free after the death of the owner.” 
Children born of a union between a female slave and her 
master, however, did not share in the inheritance of their fa- 
ther, unless they had been adopted by him during his lifetime.” 
The legal status of the slave-concubine remained essentially 
the same even when she happened to be the property not of 
the master of the house but of his wife. The Babylonian fam- 
ily was monogamous. A man could take a second wife only 
if his first one was childless, or stricken with disease.” To 
safeguard for their daughters the status of a first wife, 
wealthy parents presented them with one or two maids as part 
of their dowry. In case of sterility or of incurable illness, 
such a maid was handed over to the husband to bear him chil- 
dren and thus prevent him from taking a second wife. The 
mistress’s power over her female slave whom she brought with 
her as part of her dowry was absolute until the latter bore 
children to her master after which the Hammurabi Code re- 
stricted her authority over her. The most the jealous mis- 
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tress could do, should the slave-mother attempt to take rank 
with her, was to put a slave mark unon her and treat her like 
one of her maids.” But she could not sell her as she might 
have, had the slave not given birth to children.” This double 
function of some of the female slaves, as maids to their mis- 
tresses and as concubines to their masters, is illustrated in a 
document dated in the twelfth year of Hammurabi : ‘Shamash- 
nuri, daughter of Ibbi-Sha’an, from Ibbi-Sha’an, Bunene-abi 
and Belisunu bought. To Bunene-abi she is a wife, to Belisunu 
she is a slave. On the day when Shamash-nuri to Belisunu her 
mistress “you are not my mistress” say, she shall cut her hair 
and sell her for money . . Belisunu was apparently childless 
and to prevent her husband from taking another wife into the 
house, she bought a free-born girl to serve as a maid to herself 
and as a child-bearing concubine to her husband. Though the 
document states that both husband and wife jointly purchased 
the girl, the money was probably forwarded by Belisunu and 
not by Bunene-abi, for the disavowal clause mentions only the 
repudiation of Belisunu. Another illustration of this custom is 
the Biblical story of Hagar. Abraham, like Bunene-abi, ac- 
cepted Sarah’s maid as a ‘wife’ in order to provide himself 
with an heir. Hagar conceived and became haughty. Sarah 
demanded that she be punished, for according to the prevail- 
ing law, a slave-concubine who had given birth to children 
could not be sold.'” Abraham refused and instead handed 
Hagar over to her legal mistress; and Sarah so embittered 
her life that Hagar fled into the desert.'” This ancient law 
seemed to have fallen in disregard in Neo-Babylonia, Accord- 
ing to a document dated in the reign of Cyrus, a female slave 
who had been marked by her master with a star and dedicated 
to the Belit of Erech was not handed over to the temple after 
her owner’s death. The master’s brother, who inherited the 
property, took the female slave to his house instead, and while 
there she bore him three sons. The matter came to the atten- 
tion of the temple authorities, and the judges ruled that the 
slave-concubine should remain in the house of her present 
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master until he died and then be handed over to the temple. 
During the interim, her master was forbidden either to give 
her in marriage to a slave or to sell her.^” The fact that the 
court forbade the master to give her in marriage or to sell her 
shows that, at least in Late Babylonia, a slave concubine who 
had borne children to her master could be legally sold. In this 
case the court forbade the master to do so, for the female 
slave in question had originally been dedicated to the temple 
and as such was its property. 

Within the household the female slave, in addition to her 
regular duties as a maid, was also used as a means to increase 
the number of slaves, and was therefore promiscuously mated 
with the male slaves. In case the owner did not possess slaves 
of both sexes, he purchased those he needed. The purpose for 
such an acquisition is often stated in the documents: ‘One 
female slave, T by name, for the houseborn [slave] of Dilbat, 
was purchased.’"" An Assyrian slave owner bought three 
female slaves ‘for wifehood’ for his three male slaves.”* 
Though the above-cited examples state specifically that the 
women were purchased as ‘wives,’ the master could disregard 
the matrimonial relation of his slaves by presenting the fe- 
male slave to a successive number of his male slaves or sell 
her while still pregnant. A Neo-Babylonian document relates 
a characteristic and common occurrence. A man gave his 
pregnant slave as security for one-third of a shekel of silver. 
When he failed to redeem her, the creditor sold her with her 
baby for twenty shekels, making a profit of nineteen and two- 
thirds shekels of silver."" A Neo-Babylonian law prescribes 
that if a man sells a female slave and later receives a com- 
plaint from the buyer, the seller must take the slave and re- 
fund the money; and in case she gives birth to children while 
in the possession of the purchaser, the former owner must 
also purchase the children at one-half shekel of silver a head.”* 
In Nuzi and in Palestine free-bom and slave girls were 
bought as wives for slaves.”' In case the slave to whom such 
a girl was given died, she would be handed over to another 
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one, and so ad infinitum, as long as she was able to bear chil- 
dren ™ A remarkable parallel to the slave law of Exodus 21 :4 
is found in the Nuzi practice of providing wives for slaves. If 
the master buys the girl and presents her to his slave, the 
future children belong to him. On the other hand, if the 
slave’s father provides a wife for his son, the children become 
the property of the grandfather. Thus, one Akip-tilla gave his 
daughter Wishelli into daughtership and brideship to Takku 
for the price of forty shekels of silver. The provisions of the 
sale-adoption provide that Takku may give the girl as wife to 
one of his slaves, and that ‘all the offspring that come out of 
Wishelli become Takku’s female and male slaves.”" In this 
case, it was the master who bought a wife for his slave, hence 
the children belonged to him. Conversely, if the father of the 
slave buys the woman for his son, the children would belong 
to the father and not to the son’s master. This was the case in 
the following document : 

Record of the [marriage] contract of Hanadu ... He 
made an agreement concerning his sister Kulimmadu 
giving her as wife to Hanaya, the slave of Tehip-tilla. 
Forty shekels of . . . silver . . . Ithip-sharri [the father of 
the slave Hanaya] shall pay to Hanadu. In case Hanaya 
dies, Ithip-sharri shall give her to his other son. As long 
as Kulimmadu lives, she shall not leave the house of 
Ithip-sharri. As for the estate left by Kulimmadu, that 
shall belong to Ithip-sharri . . 

The slave Hanaya was the son of Ithip-sharri. Since the latter 
was the one who paid for the girl, her estate (warkatu), in- 
cluding her children, belonged to Ithip-sharri and not to 
Tehip-tilla, the owner of Hanaya. This is exactly the case in 
the law of Exodus 21 :4 : ‘If his master gives him [the slave] 
a wife, and she bears him sons or daughters, the wife with her 
children shall belong to her master, and he shall go out alone.’ 
The slave here is a defaulting debtor, a person half -free and 
half -slave, and as such he could claim half the number of his 
children bom while he was in temporary servitude. But it was 
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the master who supplied him with a wife, and hence the chil- 
dren remain the master’s property. 

The practice of using female slaves for the sexual satis- 
faction of their master and of the male members of his house- 
hold led, in some cases, to the practice of employing them as 
professional prostitutes. Parents who were forced to sell their 
daughters therefore took great pains to prevent the owners 
from reducing them to harlots. This fear of the parents is re- 
flected in the ingenious sale-adoption system as practiced in 
Nuzi and Palestine, whereby the masters were prevented 
from exploiting the girls as harlots by the insertion of a 
special clause in the contract forbidding them to do so. In 
some cases, however, the parents had no choice and a clause 
in the contract permitted the owner to make use of the girl as 
a professional prostitute. In one document, a girl entered into 
a ‘daughtership’ relation to a woman. The contract contains 
the provision that the girl may be made a prostitute (harimta 
liptisma) 

Whether female slaves were employed as professional 
prostitutes by their owners in Ancient Babylonia is not 
known. Since, however, female slaves were leased to perform 
various tasks, it is quite likely that they were also leased to 
public houses, which are known to have existed at that time.“ 
The fact that the Middle Assyrian code treats the harlot on a 
par with the slave girl (both must appear unveiled in public 
places) ““ shows that in later times, owing perhaps to the in- 
crease of the number of slaves, the free-bom harlots de- 
creased in number and their place was taken by female slaves. 
The exploitation of female slaves as prostitutes, leased to in- 
dividuals and to brothels, is attested in the Neo-Babylonian 
period. In a document dated in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, a 
certain Nabu-ahhe-iddin leased his female slave as a prosti- 
tute.“‘ From another document, dated in the reign of Nabo- 
nidus, we learn that some owners leased their female slaves to 
individuals who chanced to pass by.“® 

The same practice seems to have been in vogue in Pales- 
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tine. The Levitical law of the sifhdh neherefet (19:20-22) 
may serve as an illustration. The law reads : 

If a man has sexual intercourse with a woman who is 
a sifhdh neherefet, betrothed to another man, who has 
never been redeemed, nor has freedom been granted her, 
there shall be an investigation; he shall not be put to 
death,*'® because she was not free. But he shall bring his 
guilt-offering unto the Lord ... a ram for a guilt-offer- 
ing. And the priest shall make atonement for him . . . for 
his sin that he committed, and he shall be forgiven for 
the sin that he committed. 

The law has in mind a free-born girl who was given by her 
father as a pledge.*** As such she could at any time be ‘re- 
deemed’ or ‘freed’ by her father when he paid his debt, or 
when given in marriage by the creditor. As long, however, as 
she remained a pledge, she was treated as an unfree person, 
the propei*ty of the creditor. Adultery involving a free woman 
was punishable by death,*'® but no such penalty was demanded 
when it concerned a betrothed unfree woman. The light pen- 
alty demanded for the man in this case can be explained by 
the fact that the bondwoman was betrothed to a freeman and 
carnal intercourse with her was regarded as an infringement 
of her bridegroom’s proprietary rights. We may conclude, 
therefore, that sexual intercourse with a female slave who 
was not betrothed to a freeman was not considered a crime. 
The author of Job 31 :10 takes it for granted that the female 
slave is exposed to promiscuous intercourse with the members 
and guests of the family in which she is serving when he says : 
‘Then let my wife grind unto others [that is, be reduced to the 
status of a slave] , and let others bow down upon her.’ 

4. Makkiage Between Free and Slave 

Marriages between freeborn women and slaves were com- 
mon in Ancient Babylonia. With the consent of his master,**® a 
slave could take a freeborn woman and conclude a legal mar- 
riage with her. The Hammurabi Code clearly defines the status 
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of the free woman who marries a slave and that of the chil- 
dren born of such a union. If either a slave of the palace or a 
slave of a commoner (muskenum) marries a freeborn woman 
(mdrat awUim) and she bears him children, the owner of the 
slave may not lay claim to the children for service (paragraph 
175). If the freeborn woman brought a dowry with her and 
this dowry was profitably invested by her and her slave-hus- 
band, then, after the death of the slave, the woman takes her 
dowry, and then the property jointly accumulated by both 
husband and wife is divided into two equal parts. The owner 
of the deceased slave takes one part and the freeborn wife 
takes the other for her children. In case the woman did not 
bring a dowry with her, she of course takes none, but the joint 
property is equally divided, as in the case above, between the 
owner and the widow (paragraph 176). Whether the free 
woman brings a dowry with her or not, she receives half of her 
slave-husband’s property and the children are free. Nothing is 
said in the Hammurabi Code about a marriage between a free- 
born man and a slave woman. Paragraphs 146-7 and 170-71 of 
the Code contemplate only a connubium between a master and 
his or his wife’s slave. In both cases, the children born of such 
unions are set free after the master’s death. Thus, according 
to the Hammurabi Code, children bom of a mixed marriage 
between a free person and a slave, irrespective of whether the 
unfree person was the father or the mother, are free. 

Marriages between free women and slaves were common 
also in Nuzi.’®’ The status of the children born of a union be- 
tween a slave and a free woman was the subject of a suit be- 
fore a Nuzian court. The woman Tulpunnaya brought suit 
against Zammini and her brother concerning Zammini’s off- 
spring. Tulpunnaya claimed that Zammini had lived with her 
slave Arrumpa and hence the children born of this union be- 
longed not to Zammini and to her brother but to her as the 
legal owner of the slave : ‘In the lawsuit Tulpunnaya prevailed 
and the offspring of Zammini that were born to Arrumpa 
[she] took.”® The status of Zammini and how she came to 
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bear children to the slave Arrumpa is not clear. To draw from 
this document the conclusion that children born of a union 
between a free woman and a slave were considered as slaves 
according to Nuzian law would be too hazardous. The only 
case of a slave who married a freeborn woman recorded in the 
Old Testament is that of the Egyptian slave Yarha who mar- 
ried his master’s daughter (i Chron. 2:34-5). The reason was 
that Sheshan, the owner, had daughters but no sons, and, in 
order to perpetuate his name, gave one of his daughters into 
marriage to his slave. Though it is not explicitly stated, the 
context makes it very certain that Yarha was adopted or freed 
before the marriage was consummated. 

5. The Housebokn Slave 

The legal status of the houseborn slave (wilid bltim) in 
Ancient Babylonia differed in no way from that of the pur- 
chased slave. Only socially was his status slightly better than 
that of the ordinary slave.^ He was born and brought up in 
the house and as such he was trusted and treated as a ‘son of 
the household.’ To be a houseborn slave was an asset in the 
slave market. In one document, a merchant ordered his agent 
to buy a female slave for him and specified that she must be a 
houseborn slave and a weaver.’®' It is quite probable that most 
of the skilled slaves in Babylonia and Assyria were houseborn 
slaves. Legally, however, the houseborn slave was treated on 
a par with the purchased slave. He was leased to perform var- 
ious tasks,’^ inherited,’® and sold.’®’ Whether mar bltim ‘son of 
the house,’ mentioned in the documents, was merely another 
term for wilid bltim is hard to say. The documents in which 
this term is mentioned deal with temple property,’*’ and Wal- 
ther’® may be right in his interpretation of this term when he 
says that it referred to a class of temple servants who were 
either born in the temple, or presented to it in early childhood. 
In Neo-Babylonia, the term mar blti ‘son of the house’ is em- 
ployed for houseborn slaves.’® As was the case in Ancient 
Babylonia, a distinction is made between the houseborn slave 
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and the one acquired in the market, showing that the social 
status of the former differed from that of the latter/** An- 
other term employed in the documents of this period is nlse 
blti ‘people of the house’ or ‘domestics.’ Again their legal 
status was the same as that of the ordinary slave. They were 
given as security,*""* inherited, or sold.**” This term was used 
also with the same meaning in Assyria'*’ and Nuzi.'“ 

The Old Testament terminology corresponds to that in use 
in Mesopotamia: yelid bayit ‘houseborn slave,’ in distinction 
to miqnat kesef ‘purchased slave’;'** ben bayit ‘son of the 
house,’*"" and anse bayit ‘people of the household’ or ‘domes- 
tics.’ The latter term includes both houseborn and purchased 
slaves, as is evident from Genesis 17 :27 : ‘And all the people 
of his house, born in the house and bought with silver.’ Lack 
of private documents precludes any definite conclusion in re- 
gard to the legal status of the houseborn slave in Palestine. 
The case of Eliezer, who held a trusted position in Abraham’s 
household, is of course no criterion, for many houseborn 
slaves performed similar functions. Abraham’s complaint 
(Gen. 15:2-4) that Eliezer would become his heir unless he 
had a son of his own does not mean that houseborn slaves in- 
herited the property of their childless masters. What Abra- 
ham had in mind was that if no son were born to him, he 
would have to adopt Eliezer and appoint him as his heir. 

6. The Fugitive Slave 

According to a Sumerian law, the punishment for harbor- 
ing a fugitive slave was a fine consisting of a slave or of 
twenty-five shekels of silver.*** The leniency of the Sumerian 
code stands in marked contrast to the severity of the Hammu- 
rabi Code. Stealing and harboring of stolen goods were con- 
sidered by the Hammurabi Code as capital crimes. It decreed 
the death penalty not only for helping a slave to escape or for 
the refusal to hand him over to the proper authorities, but also 
for sheltering him (paragraphs 15-20). 
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Outside the master’s house, the slave was as defenseless as 
a stray animal. Anybody could question him or seize him. A 
reward of two shekels of silver was offered to anyone who 
captured a fugitive slave (paragraph 17). The captor who let 
the fugitive escape from his hand was punished with death, 
unless he could prove that the escape was not due to his negli- 
gence or connivance (paragraph 20). Furthermore, any owner 
could appeal to the government for help in apprehending his 
runaway slave, and it was the duty of the police to comply 
with his request. Thus, King Abieshuh of the First Dynasty 
of Babylon was asked by a citizen to help him find his fugitive 
slaves who had run away to Sippar. The king sent a messenger 
there to fetch the slaves and bring them back to Babylon.'” 
The fact that the Hammurabi Code devoted six paragraphs to 
the fugitive slave is ample proof that the tendency to run 
away was widespread in this period, and indeed in all periods, 
as the documents abundantly testify. The frequency of this 
practice is reflected also in the Sumerian Family Laws : Tf a 
man has hired a slave and he died, has run away, has disap- 
peared, has ceased to work, has fallen sick, his wages per day, 
1 sfdu of corn, he [the owner of the slave] shall measui'e out 
[to the employer].’" A protective clause by which the owner 
safeguarded his interests against the escape of his leased 
slaves was inserted in some employment contracts. Following 
are a few examples of such contracts in which Balmunamhe 
figures as the owner of the leased slaves:’" 


YBTV115 


1. 

[1 sag] nita 

1. 

[One] male slave. 

2. 

nita [bal]-mu-nam-he 

2. 

a slave of Balmunamhe, 

3. 

ki bal-mu-nam-he 

3. 

from Balmunamhe, 

4. 

lugal-a-ni-ir 

4. 

his owner. 

5. 

’u-bar-'igu-la 

5. 

Ubar-Gula 

6. 

i-hu-uz 

6. 

has taken [for hire] . 

7. 

in-na-ab-bi-it-ma 

7. 

Should he run away. 

8. 

1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

8. 

one-third of a mina of 
silver 
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9. i-la-e 

YBTvlie 

1. 1 sag nita 

2. nita bal-mu-nam-he 

3. ki bal-mu-nam-he 

4. lugal-a-ni-ir 

5. puzur-^amurru 

6. i-hu-uz 

7. in-na-ab-bi-it-ma 

8. 1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

9. i-la-e 

YBT VIII 25 

1. lu-qa-ili mu-ni-im 

2. nita bal-mu-nam-he 

3. ki bal-mu-nam-he 

4. lugal-a-ni-ir 

5. i^sin-tam-kar-ri ad-da-ni 

6. su-du-a su-ba-an-ti 

7. in-na-ab-bi-it 

8. ip-pa-ra-ku-u-ma 

9. 1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

10. i-la-e 
YBT VIII 27 

1. 1 sag nita ‘^samas-ra-bi 
mu-ni-im 

2. nita bal-mu-nam-he 

3. ki bal-mu-nam-he 

4. lugal-a-ni-ir 

5. i%murru-se-mi ses-a-ni 

6. u sa-at-is-tar dam-a-ni 

7. su-du-a su-ba-an-ti-mes 


9. he will pay. 

1. One male slave, 

2. a slave of Balmunamhe, 

3. from Balmunamhe, 

4. his owner, 

5. Puzur-Amurru 

6. has taken [for hire] . 

7. Should he run away, 

8. one-third of a mina of 
silver 

9. he will pay. 

1. Uqa-ili by name, 

2. a male slave of 
Balmunamhe, 

3. from Balmunamhe 

4. his owner, 

5. Sin-tamkarri, his father, 

6. suretyship [for the 
slave] has accepted. 

7. Should he run away, 

8. cease to work, then 

9. one-third of a mina of 
silver 

10. he will pay. 

1. One male slave Sham- 
ash-rabi by name, 

2. a slave of Balmunamhe, 

3. from Balmunamhe 

4. his owner, 

5. Amurru-shemi, his 
brother, 

6. and Shat-Ishtar, his wife, 

7. suretyship [for the 
slave] have accepted. 
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8. tukum-bi 

9. i<isamas-ra-bi 

10. ba-zah u-gu-ba-an-de 

11. 1/3 ma-na ku-babbar 

12. i-la-e-ne 

YBT VIII 22 

1. 1 sag nita ^samas-a-bi 
mu- [ni-im] 

2. nita bal-mu-nam-he 

3. ki bal-mu-nam-he 

4. lugal-a-ni-ir 

5. h-di-i-a-tum 

6. su-du-a-ni su-ba-an-ti 

7. in-na-ab-bi-it 

8. u-da-ap-pa-ar 

9. ip-pa-ra-ak-ku-ma'“ 

10. 1 ma-na ku-babbar 

11. i-la-e 


8. If 

9. Shamash-rabi 

10. should disappear, run 
away, [then] 

11. one-third mina of silver 

12. they will pay. 


1. One male slave Shamash- 
abi by name, 

2. a slave of Balmunamhe, 

3. from Balmunamhe 

4. his owner, 

5. Idiatum 

6. suretyship [for the 
slave] has accepted. 

7. Should he run away, 

8. absent himself, 

9. cease to work, then 

10. one mina of silver 

11. he will pay. 


Slaves who were prone to run away were closely watched 
by their owners. A master who had sent his slave outside his 
estate to perform some work wrote to the supervisor to be 
sure to guard him carefully."^ The severe penalty for harbor- 
ing fugitive slaves and the fear that the bought slave might 
turn out to be unruly or have a tendency to run away caused 
the insertion of a special clause in many sale contracts, allow- 
ing a period of three days for inquiry {teb’Uum) after the 
antecedents of the slave. In case the slave was found to be a 
runaway the sale was annulled. In later periods the teh’Uum 
clause is not mentioned in the documents. This may have been 
due to the fact that the stringent laws of the Hammurabi Code 
concerning the harboring of fugitive slaves became obsolete. 
Instead, the owner assumed a blanket responsibility against 
the escape of the sold or pledged slave. In the Cassite period 
the formula reads, ‘For their [not] running away, we [the 
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owners of the slaves] guarantee’ {a-na ha-la-qi pu-ut-ni ni-te- 
In Late Assyrian documents the owner who gave 
his slave as a pledge for a debt guaranteed to the creditor 
that should the slave run away he would be responsible. The 
clause reads: Tf he die, or run away, the responsibility lies 
upon his master’ {mlta halqa ina eli helisu).^** Guaranties 
safeguarding the purchaser against the escape of the bought 
slave are also found in the Neo-Babylonian contracts. In one, 
dated in the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, the formula reads: 
‘Responsibility against the flight or death of B [the sold 
slave], P and G [the sellers] bear’ (pu-ut hi-li-qu u mi-tu-tu sd 
B, P u G na-ds-su-u) In a document dated in the Persian 
period the formula reads: ‘Responsibility for the non-escape 
of the female slave, I and B bear.’”® This responsibility is in 
some documents limited to one hundred days.”’ 

The death penalty decreed by the Hammurabi Code for en- 
ticing a slave to flee, or for harboring a fugitive slave, seems 
to have become obsolete in the Neo-Babylonian period. In a 
private letter from Erech, an agent reported to his employer 
that the female slave who had fled had been recaptured and 
brought to the palace gate of Babylon.”® Nothing is said in the 
letter about who had apprehended her or whether a reward of 
two shekels was paid to the captor. In another document, a 
man bought a slave by the name of Nabu-shepishu-shuzziz 
from one Nabu-uballit. After a while a certain Nabu-apli-iddin 
recognized Nabu-shepishu-shuzziz and claimed him as his run- 
away slave. The court gave the claimant permission to search 
the house of the slave’s new owner and decreed that should his 
allegation prove correct, he might take the slave.”® It is inter- 
esting to notice that the slave’s name was really Nabu-killanni 
and not Nabu-shepishu-shuzziz. Nabu-uballit changed the 
slave’s name and passed him on as his own. As in the former 
document, nothing is said about the punishment of the abduc- 
tor and harborer of the slave. Still more clearly is the fact 
brought out in another document dated in the reign of Darius. 
Here a man kidnaped a female slave (usahiliq). The owner 
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found his slave in the kidnaper’s house and granted the ab- 
ductor forgiveness.’® 

The harboring of fugitive slaves was not considered a cap- 
ital crime in Nuzi. The abettor was merely fined a sum of 
money. Thus, a female slave of Shilwa-Teshup ran away and 
took refuge in the house of one Enna-mati. The owner sued 
and the latter had to surrender the slave and was fined for 
harboring her.”’ 

The Deuteronomic ordinance (Dt. 23:16) : ‘You shall not 
deliver a slave unto his master who escaped to you from his 
master,’ stands unparalleled in the slave legislation of the 
Ancient Near East. It is a most extraordinary law and its 
application in life would have spelled the end of slavery in 
Palestine. The Old Testament slave legislations (Ex. 21, Dt. 
15, and Lev. 25) do not mention the case of the fugitive slave, 
although the tendency to run away for reasons of cruel treat- 
ment or desire for freedom was as prevalent in Palestine as it 
was in the adjacent countries. Hagar ran away from her mis- 
tress Sarah.”* When David sent his messengers to procure 
food from the rich but churlish farmer Nabal, the latter very 
defiantly inquired: ‘Who is David and who is the son of Jesse? 
There are many slaves today who break away, each from his 
master.’”* Fugitive slaves were extradited when they fled into 
foreign countries. David had to swear to the Egyptian slave 
that he would not hand him over to his Amalekite master be- 
fore the slave agreed to tell him the whereabouts of the 
enemy’s camp.’® When Shimei heard that his two slaves had 
run away to Achish, King of Gath, he promptly went there 
and brought them back.’® In view of the facts cited above, 
how should this Deuteronomic law of granting asylum to fugi- 
tive slaves be interpreted? It may be suggested that this law 
was drawn up in favor of Hebrew fugitive slaves who had fled 
from slavery in foreign countries. If this interpretation be 
correct, then this Deuteronomic law would have its parallel in 
paragraphs 280-81 of the Hammurabi Code, according to 
which a native Babylonian slave who had been sold into a for- 
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eign country and had fled from there was, upon his return, set 
free.“" The second half of this Deuteronomic law: ‘He shall 
dwell with you in any place which he shall choose within one 
of your gates, where he likes it best; you shall not oppress 
him,’ suggests that the fugitive Hebrew slave settled as a 
client under the protection of a citizen. 

7. Treatment 

While, legally, the slave was a mere chattel, classed with 
movable property, both law and society were forced to take 
into consideration the constantly self-asserting humanity of 
the slave. And hence we have the highly contradictory situa- 
tion in which on the one hand, the slave was considered as 
possessing the qualities of a human being while on the other 
hand, he was recognized as being void of the same and re- 
garded as a mere ‘thing.’ The slave’s status as a chattel, de- 
prived of any human rights and feelings, was clearly and un- 
mistakably emphasized in his relation to a third party. Ac- 
cording to the Hammurabi Code, if a man (other than his 
master) ‘destroy the eye of a man’s slave or break a bone of a 
man’s slave, he shall pay one-half of his price’ (to the slave’s 
owner).’® ‘If he strike the female slave of a gentleman and 
bring about a miscarriage, he shall pay two shekels of silver’ 
(to the owner).’® ‘If that female slave die, he shall pay one- 
third mina of silver.”® Or, if a physician operate on a slave 
and cause his death, he shall substitute a slave of equal value.’” 
Or, if he operate on the eye socket and destroy his eye, he shall 
pay silver to the extent of half his price.’® Or, if a builder 
erects a house and does not make its foundation firm and as a 
result the house collapses and ‘it cause the death of a slave of 
the owner of the house, he shall give to the owner of the house 
slave for slave.”® Or, ‘if an ox who has been wont to gore, gore 
a slave and bring about his death,’ he [the owner of the ox] 
shall pay one-third mina of silver.”" Again, if a creditor mis- 
treat a pledge and he die of the beatings, if the pledge was a 
freeborn man, the creditor’s son is put to death, but ‘if the 
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pledge be a slave, he shall pay one-third of a mina of silver 
and [in addition] shall forfeit whatever amount he had lent.”® 
It is clear then, that in relation to a third party, the slave was 
considered as a mere chattel. If he loses a limb, or even his 
life, as a result of a severe beating administered by a third 
party, or caused by the negligence of the same, it is just his 
bad luck, but not so his owner’s — the latter is compensated in 
full measure for his loss. The Biblical legislation mentions 
only the case of a slave who had been killed by a goring ox 
and provides that the owner of the ox shall compensate the 
slave’s master by paying him thirty shekels of silver, the 
average price of a slave.’® It may, however, be taken for 
granted that if injured or maimed by a third party, the slave, 
as was the case in Babylonia, was not compensated for his 
injuries. 

In the relation between the slave and his master almost 
everything depended upon the character of the latter: the 
slave’s fate was in fact, though not in theory, in his master’s 
hand. If he met with cruelty or with gross injustice, he could, 
under certain circumstances only, take recourse to the courts. 
Beatings and maltreatment of slaves seem to have been so 
common that the great reformer Gudea, ensi of Lagash, 
prided himself that during his reign a slave who was guilty of 
misconduct was not hit on his head by his master, and a maid 
who had done a great wrong was not struck on her face by her 
mistress.’”’ The Biblical legislation does not prohibit the mal- 
treatment of a Hebrew slave by his master, ‘for he is his 
money.’ It is only when the slave died instantly (within three 
days) as a direct result of the beating that the master became 
liable to punishment.’® ’" It appears that sick slaves who could 
no longer perform the duties expected of them were cast out 
and abandoned to shift for themselves. The slave whom David 
found half-starved during his campaign against the Amale- 
kites was abandoned by his master ‘because,’ as he told David, 
‘three days ago I fell sick.”™ A fugitive slave was subject to 
cruel treatment. In Ancient Babylonia a runaway slave was 
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put in chains and had the words: ‘a runaway, seize!’ incised 
upon his face.’’’ But the most cruel punishments were reserved 
for those who denied their slave status. These punishments 
were prescribed by law. The comparatively mild Sumerian 
law required that a slave who denied his status shall have ‘his 
[front] hair cut off According to the Hammurabi Code 

(paragraph 282), ‘If a slave say to his master “you are not 
my master,” his master shall prove him to be his slave and 
shall cut off his ear.’ This fact, namely, that the manner of 
punishment was prescribed by law and custom and was not 
left to the discretion of the master, shows that the slave was 
considered a human being and consequently the master had no 
power over his life and could not kill him with impunity. 

In discussing the treatment accorded to slaves, a distinc.- 
tion must be made between those purchased in the market and 
those born in the house. The housebom slaves were treated as 
members of the family and their lot must have been much 
better than that of the purchased slaves who were employed 
as agricultural or industrial laborers. But in any case, 
whether well-treated or ill-treated, the slave was dissatisfied 
and his dissatisfaction expressed itself throughout all periods 
of Mesopotamian history in the only way it could express it- 
self, namely, in his flight from slavery. The reason for this 
phenomenon was not mistreatment alone. Cruelty played its 
part, but it was not the only reason for escape. The motive is 
to be sought in another source. The slave was considered in 
the eyes of the law as a commodity but in his own eyes he was 
a human being, and human beings who are bought and sold, 
branded and degraded, will be unhappy under the best of 
treatment. The slave ran away because he refused to be a 
slave. 

8. Peculium 

The privilege of accumulating a peculium was granted to 
the Babylonian slave from early times. In a document from 
Sippar dated in the reign of Rim-Sin, a female slave gave to 
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her mistress the sum of ten shekels of silver and was set free 
by the latter.*"’ In another document from Dilbat, dated in the 
reign of Hammurabi, a female slave relieved her master of a 
debt of twenty shekels of silver, in gratitude for which he de- 
clared her free (by adoption), and also presented her with a 
plot of land.*"* The money paid by these slaves need not, how- 
ever, have been their own but could have been given them by 
their kinsfolk for redemption. In a document from Sippar, 
dated in the reign of Sabum of the First Dynasty of Babylon, 
a man borrowed from the Shamash temple twenty-four shekels 
of silver, which he then gave to another man a-na ip-te-ri-su 
‘for his redemption.’*"* The Hammurabi Code takes the exist- 
ence of the peculium for granted and decrees the manner of 
its disposal at the death of the slave. According to paragraph 
176, the property amassed by a slave jointly with his freeborn 
wife is to be divided after his death in the following way : if 
his wife had brought a dowry with her, she retained the same, 
while their joint property was to be divided equally between 
her (for her children) and the slave’s master. In case the 
woman did not bring a dowry, the property jointly acquired 
by her and her deceased husband was also to be divided 
equally between the widow and the master. It is clear from 
this law that when the peculium was the result of a joint 
effort of a free person and a slave, the master could claim the 
slave’s share only. If, however, the peculium was accumulated 
by the slave alone, his master was the sole inheritor. In other 
words, according to the Hammurabi Code the amassing of a 
peculium was a concession granted by the master to his slave, 
who could enjoy it during his lifetime, but legally and ulti- 
mately it belonged to his master. 

In the Neo-Babylonian period, and particularly so during 
the Persian rule, slaves played an active part in the economic 
life of the country. They appear as artisans, agents, tenant- 
farmers, house and land owners, merchants, and even bankers. 
They borrow and lend money, engage in business transactions 
with members of their own class as well as with freemen and 
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with their own masters. They carry their own seals and some 
even possess, as in the Late Assyrian period, their own slaves. 
They live with their families outside their master’s dwelling 
in their own or in rented houses. In one case, a slave signed a 
lease for a house for four years.””’’’ In another case, a slave 
rented a house for which he had to pay the rental six months 
in advance ; the first payment was due at the beginning of the 
year and the second one in the middle of the year.”” Quite fre- 
quently slaves appear as lessors and lessees of land. In such 
cases, as indeed in most others, they deal directly and not 
through the medium of their masters with the respective 
owner of the property. The deed is drawn up by the two 
parties directly concerned in the transaction. Thus, one slave 
leased a cultivated plot of land from its two owners for a fixed 
rental of fifty kurru of dates per year;”” and another slave 
leased a plot of cultivated land for three years.’”” Rich land- 
owners, bankers, and businessmen very often leased parts of 
their cultivated or uncultivated land to tenant-farmers and 
lessees. Among the latter were also their own slaves, who 
availed themselves of the opportunity to become semi-inde- 
pendent. The legal form of such contracts is the same as that 
in contracts drawn up with freeborn tenants. The master and 
his slave, the two parties concerned, signed the agreement and 
the lessee took upon himself to deliver a certain percentage of 
the crop to the owner of the estate.’” In many instances slaves 
banded together with freeborn men and jointly leased fields 
for cultivation.’” The reliability and trustworthiness evinced 
by slaves in their business activities were so great that their 
masters did not hesitate to lend them large sums of money on 
a purely commercial basis at the usual rate of interest. Thus, 
one master lent to his slave 889 shekels of silver at 20 per cent 
interest.”” Slaves also borrowed money from strangers. Thus, 
one slave borrowed from a stranger six minas of silver.’” In 
their business transactions the slaves dealt with their own 
masters,”” with freeborn people,”” and with the temple,”” on an 
equal footing. Even female slaves engaged in business.’” Some 
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slaves employed business agents and private secretaries, while 
others appeared even as bankers.*® A certain Nabu-bullitanni, 
a slave, lent to a freeborn man a sum of money and a contract 
was drawn up according to which ‘all property, as much as 
there is,’ was handed over to the creditor as security an- 
other slave took a man’s house as security for two minas of 
silver.*” And finally, as in the Late Assyrian period, they pos- 
sessed their own slaves.*®* Like their slave-masters, these servi 
vicarii often appeared as lessees of land.*™ 

Since laws or court decisions dealing with the slave’s pecu- 
lium are lacking, deductions bearing on the scope and legal 
limitations of the peculium must be drawn from the docu- 
ments themselves. The documents do not tell us how and by 
what means the slave acquired his initial property, which 
served him as a basis for his peculium. It may have been given 
to him by his master as a gift or as a reward for faithful 
service, or given to him by his family as a means to ameliorate 
his position. In most cases, however, it seems fair to suggest 
that the slave’s industry and intelligence were the basis of his 
initial capital. The city slaves, and particularly those in the 
service of rich patrons, had enough freedom and opportunities 
to display their innate capabilities. Once these capabilities 
were noticed by the masters it was in their own interest to 
place such slaves in positions where they could bring them the 
most profit. For economic reasons big landowners leased large 
parcels of their land to tenant-farmers. These lands were 
equipped with tools and animals, and by taking them over for 
cultivation on a seasonal or yearly basis the slave-tenant 
needed no initial capital, for the payments in kind were due 
after the harvest — or in the case of cattle-farms and fish 
ponds, in daily rations to be supplied to the owner. If success- 
ful in his first venture, the slave could gradually amass a small 
profit, which in turn he invested in other fields and thus could 
become, after a number of years, a wealthy person himself. 
For this privilege to engage in business the slave paid a yearly 
tax, called mandattu, to his owner. This mandattu payment 
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was an individual head-tax representing the equivalent of the 
slave’s labor in the employment of his master. Persons hiring 
slaves from their masters paid to the latter a monthly man- 
dattu, which varied from two to three shekels a month, in 
accordance with the labor value of the given slave.“" The same 
policy was applied in the case of the slave who engaged in 
business of his own. The rate of his mandattu,^^ and those of 
his wife and children, depended on the slave’s property and 
income. In addition to this head-tax, the slave paid to his 
master also a certain percentage of his net profit. Thus, a 
certain Nabu-utirri, who managed to accumulate the sum of 
about six minas of silver, handed over to his master, in addi- 
tion to his and his wife’s mandattu, fifty-nine shekels as the 
latter’s share of his eamings.’°° In a document dated in the 
reign of Nabonidus, a slave leased from his master a plot of 
land for ten years, on which he undertook to plant palm trees. 
The fruit of one part of the land was to go directly and fully 
to the owner as mandattu payment, while from the other part 
he had to pay the regular percentage of the product.’" 

The right to accumulate and enjoy property, however, was 
merely a privilege granted by the master to his industrious 
and ambitious slave. It could be withdrawn at will, for ulti- 
mately and legally the slave’s peculium belonged to his master. 
Within certain limits the slave acted like a freeman. He 
bought and sold, had his own seal,’”* and even appeared in 
court as claimant if the defendant was of his own class.”^ 
Furthermore, under favorable circumstances he could even 
dispose of part of his peculium, as was done by one Baruqa 
who donated one mina of silver to the temple of Esagila for 
‘the preservation of his life.’”" Nonetheless, he still remained a 
slave, possessor and possessed at the same time. This conclu- 
sion is based on two facts. First, in dealing with a third party 
the slave could pledge his peculium but not his person and 
secondly, in one case we have the evidence that an owner con- 
fiscated the whole property of his slave.”" We may therefore 
conclude that, as in Ancient Babylonia, the peculium amassed 
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by the slave during his lifetime became at his death the prop- 
erty of his master. 

With the increase of commercial and industrial activities 
in the Late Assyrian period, the position of the Assyrian city 
slave paralleled that of the Neo-Babylonian city slave. He was 
free to engage in various enterprises and had ample oppor- 
tunities to use his talents for his own and his master’s benefits. 
In this period slaves appear as owners of real estate.®® They 
conduct business in their own name, carry their own seals,®’* 
and appear as witnesses in court. In one document, a certain 
slave by the name of Nabu-bel-usur sold his female slave. The 
document contains the usual clause against reclamation on the 
part of the seller and sets the penalty for the revocation of the 
sale as ten minas of sliver, five ( ?) minas of gold, and tenfold 
of the price paid for the slave. Nabu-bel-usur is called hel sin- 
nisti ‘the owner of the woman,’ and as the parties who might 
in future contest the sale are mentioned his children and 
grandchildren.®® In another document, two slaves sold a plan- 
tation including the three families of slaves living there — in 
all seventeen souls.®* The two slaves impressed their seals on 
the deed of sale and are called bel nise taddni ‘the owners of 
the people sold.’ These two documents give the impression 
that these two slaves really owned the land and the slaves, 
and in selling them acted as free agents. This, of course, was 
not the case. In another document, preserved in a mutilated 
state, a man sold his twenty slaves consisting of several fam- 
ilies for ten minas of silver.®" Among those sold was one who 
had three slaves and one who had two wives. These servi 
vicarii were sold together with their master and the owner re- 
ceived the price for all of them from the purchaser. Again, we 
find another master who sold his three slaves together with 
their servi vicarii (adi nise^^^-su ‘with their people’) to an 
officer of Sennacherib.®® Thus we may conclude that the Late 
Assyrian slave could accumulate property in land, buy his 
wives, and even possess his own slaves, but the legal owner of 
all his property was his master. 
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The Nuzi slaves, especially those in the service of the 
wealthy, conducted themselves as virtually free people. They 
owned property, appeared in court as litigants, and possessed 
their servi vicarii. Pai-Teshup, the slave of Shilwa-Teshup the 
prince, engaged in various transactions as trusted agent of his 
master,®® but also on his own account. He let himself be 
‘adopted’ by a freeman and for the exchange of the mainten- 
ance of his ‘father’ for the duration of his life, he received as 
sole heir fields, buildings, and even the earnings of his 
‘father’s’ daughters.^’" From two other documents we learn 
that the resourceful Pai-Teshup let himself be ‘adopted’ by 
two more ‘fathers.’^’ In both cases he exchanged quantities of 
barley for fields and gardens and thus acquired real estate 
under the cover of adoption, as was the usage in Nuzi. Pai- 
Teshup was, of course, not the only one of the prince’s slaves 
who managed to acquire real estate. The same was done by 
another one, named Kupasa.“ Also the female slaves of the 
same prince engaged in business of their OAvn. Thus, Hinzu- 
raya, the slave maid of Shilwa-Teshup, took into ‘daughter- 
ship and daughter-in-lawship’ Haship-kiashe, a freeborn girl, 
whom, according to the contract, she could give into wifehood 
to her son or sell her into marriage to whomever she pleased.^ 
In another case, Kashum-menni, a slave maid of the palace, 
adopted a freeman and made him the heir of her property, in- 
cluding slaves. This was a real adoption, and the conditions 
were that the son was to maintain his mother as long as she 
lived and after her death bury her and mourn her.'“ That this 
privileged class of slaves actually owned property and could 
dispose of it at will^ is clear from another document. Akap- 
urhe, slave of Shilwa-Teshup the prince, ‘adopted’ his master’s 
wife, that is she bought from him his possessions through the 
medium of adoption. The document reads in part as follows : 
‘Tablet of adoption of Akap-urhe, slave of Shilwa-Teshup, 
whereby Nashmun-naya, wife of Shilwa-Teshup, he adopted. 
'Thus [says] Akap-urhe : “All the security lands, all my house- 
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hold, one [part of] everything that I own, which I have 
amassed to Nashmun-naya I have given”. 

Also slaves in the service of private people were allowed 
to engage in business and to accumulate a peculium in various 
forms. In one case, a slave sold his daughter to his mistress 
into ‘daughtership’ and pocketed the purchase price. It is 
clear that the slave in question either was sold or sold himself 
into slavery, and though himself a slave he still remained the 
owner of his daughter, whom he could sell at will.“ A certain 
Nai-sheri, himself a slave, gave his female slave as security to 
one Tehu, who promised to return her within a specified time. 
Should the maid die, Tehu would then have to pay to Nai-sheri 
forty shekels of silver, the average price of a female slave in 
Nuzi.”‘ In another case, we hear of a slave who transferred 
part of his real-estate property to a freeman on the basis of 
an agreement between them.”” On the other hand, we have the 
case of one Hanate, who had been sold by her parents into 
‘daughtership’ to Tulpun-naya. This Hanate, in turn, took 
into ‘daughtership and daughter-in-lawship’ the girl Halb- 
abusha, whom she was to give in marriage to whomever she 
wished. A special clause in the contract states that ‘the be- 
longings of Halb-abusha [shall become the property of her 
mistress] Hanate.’ Later Hanate gave her ‘daughter’ Halb- 
abusha into wifehood to one of Tulpun-naya’s slaves, that is, 
she sold her to her mistress as a wife to one of the mistress's 
slaves.”” From this document then it would appear that the 
Nuzian slave had a right to a peculium and could dispose of it 
as he pleased, unless this right was taken away from him at 
the time of the purchase by the insertion of a special clause 
which provided that the peculium shall become the property 
of his master. This conclusion, however, is somewhat contrar 
dieted by another document of a similar content. This was the 
case of one Kisaya who was sold into ‘daughtership and 
daughter-in-lawship’ by her mother to the above-mentioned 
Tulpun-naya. Kisaya was to be given by her mistress into 
wifehood to whomever she pleased. The same clause relating 
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to the slave’s property also appears in this document : ‘The be- 
longings of Kisaya [shall become the property of her mis- 
tress] Tulpun-naya.’ Later we hear that Kisaya, who was by 
no means a submissive soul, refused to live with the husband 
supplied her by her mistress and demanded that another man 
be given her as a husband. This the mistress did. Still later 
we hear that Kisaya sold her son, whom she bore to her second 
husband, to her mistress Tulpun-naya. A clause in the docu- 
ment provided that should Kisaya raise a claim concerning 
her sold son, she shall pay a fine consisting of two female 
slaves to Tulpun-naya.“ Thus, the clause providing that the 
belongings of Kisaya shall become the property of her mis- 
tress notwithstanding, Kisaya was the sole owner of her son 
and, furthermore, she apparently had a large sum of money 
of her own, for otherwise the insertion of the clause that she 
would have to pay a fine would make no sense. 

That the Palestinian slave had a right to a peculium can be 
inferred from Leviticus 25 :49. In case a Hebrew sold himself 
to a non-Hebrew, his kinsmen should redeem him, or, ‘if he be 
able, he may redeem himself,’ The fact that the slave of Kish 
had in his possession one-fourth of a shekel of silver,®’ and 
that Ziba, the slave of Saul, had fifteen sons and twenty 
slaves’® is further evidence of the existence of a peculium that 
the master suffered his slave to enjoy. The ultimate and legal 
owner of the slave’s peculium, however, was the master. This 
is clearly stated in ii Samuel 9:12: ‘And all that dwelt in the 
house of Ziba [Saul’s slave] were slaves unto Mephibosheth’ 
(Saul’s son and heir). 

9. Manumission 

'The Hammurabi Code recognized four legal means by 
which a slave could receive his freedom: (1) Wives and chil- 
dren sold or handed over as pledges to creditors were to be 
freed after three years of service (paragraph 117) ; (2) a 
slave-concubine and her children became free after the death 
of the master (paragraph 171) ; (3) children bom of a legiti- 
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mate marriage contracted between a free woman and a slave 
were free, and the slave’s master had no right to claim their 
services (paragraph 175) ; and (4) a native Babylonian slave 
bought in a foreign country and brought back to Babylonia 
was to be unconditionally freed (paragraph 280). The law set 
forth in paragraph 117 was promulgated by Hammurabi (we 
have no earlier parallels to this provision) in order to check 
the tendency of wholesale enslavement of debtors. Regardless 
of the amount of the debt, three years of service in the house 
of the creditor were deemed sufficient to work off any debt. 
Whether this law was ever enforced in life, however, is highly 
doubtful. We have numerous documents from Ancient and 
Neo-Babylonia attesting to the widespread practice of selling 
or handing over wives and children to creditors, but docu- 
ments of their release after the three-year term of servitude 
are conspicuous by their absence. From a document dated in 
the reign of Ammiditana (third ruler after Hammurabi), we 
may adduce that this law was not enforced even during the 
period of the First Dynasty of Babylon. Warad-Bunene, a 
Babylonian slave, was sold by his owner into a foreign country. 
After having served there for five years he managed to escape 
and to return to his native city of Babylon. The elders of the 
city declared him free and at the same time ordered him to 
join the army. This Warad-Bunene refused to do, saying: 
‘The army I will not join, the fief of my father I shall manage.’ 
Whereupon his three brothers swore by Shamash and the king 
that they would not oppose his joining the fief management.’" 
The release of Warad-Bunene by the city authorities is ex- 
plained by Schorr as having been in accordance with para- 
graph 280 of the Hammurabi Code, which forbade the sale of 
native-born slaves into foreign countries, and in case such a 
slave managed to escape or was brought back by a slave 
dealer to Babylonia, he was to be freed. In this interpretation 
of the document Koschaker agrees with Schorr.’" Now, this 
Warad-Bunene was not of slave parentage; his father pos- 
sessed fief land and his three brothers were free men. How did 
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he become a slave? The only plausible answer to this question 
would be that he had been sold or handed over by his father 
for service to a creditor who in turn sold him into a foreign 
country. In that case he should have been freed in accordance 
with the law of paragraph 117 that provides that women and 
children handed over to creditors must be released after three 
years of service. This, however, was not the case. He was 
freed in accordance with the law of paragraph 280, which was 
applicable primarily to native slaves and not to freeborn sold 
or pledged debtors’ children. Consequently, we may assume 
that the law of paragraph 117, as was the case centuries later 
in Palestine where similar laws were enacted, remained mere- 
ly a pious wish of the well-meaning lawgiver. That the provi- 
sion was not enforced in the Neo-Babylonian period may be 
inferred from a document dated in the second year of Nerig- 
lissar.*’ A certain Ahushunu, a shirqu of Ishtar of Erech, 
handed over his son Ina-silli-babi as surety for a loan of fifty- 
two shekels of silver. The son was to remain in the house of 
the creditor for ten years, in order to work off the debt. At 
the end of the ten-year period, however, Ina-silli-babi was 
not freed. He therefore appealed for settlement to the civil 
court. The judges considered his ten years of service and the 
quantity of barley he had delivered to his father’s creditor as 
a supplementary payment the equivalent of the debt plus 
interest. Accordingly they declared the plaintiff free and 
directed him to join the order of the shirqutu, to which his 
father had belonged.” 

The laws of paragraphs 171 and 175 do not properly be- 
long in the category of those of released slaves. The children 
in both cases have one free parent, in the former the father 
and in the latter the mother, and in such cases the law allowed 
them to inherit the status of the free parent. This provision 
applied equally to the slave-concubine who by her union with 
a freeman was released from slavery together with her chil- 
dren after the death of her husband. Babylonian society was 
not built on a rigid class basis but on a very flexible economic 
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system. The border line between free and slave was never so 
sharply drawn as to exclude the marriage between free and 
unfree, and no stigma was attached to the children born of a 
union between a master and his slave-concubine. In conform- 
ity with this view, the Hammurabi Code considers these laws 
(paragraphs 171 and 175) in the section dealing with mar- 
riage and the family. As already pointed out above, the law of 
paragraph 117 was promulgated in order to check the enslave- 
ment of the native defaulting debtors. From the point of view 
of the Code, the people for whose benefit this law was enacted 
were not slaves but free Babylonians, whose economic misfor- 
tunes placed them in the hands of their exacting creditors. 
Hence this law is appropriately part of a section dealing with 
debts and pledges. The only law that does deal with the real 
slave is that of paragraph 280; its subject is the illegally sold 
native-born Babylonian slave, and although he benefited by its 
provision — ^he was freed upon his return to Babylonia — ^the 
law was promulgated not for his sake but as a punishment for 
merchants who bought such slaves in foreign countries. Dur- 
ing the prosperous Hammurabi period the country suffered 
from a labor shortage. This situation gave rise, on the one 
hand, to the traffic in foreign slaves, and, on the other, to the 
enactment of a law forbidding the export of native-born slaves. 
He who bought such an illegally sold slave in a foreign country 
lost his money when the slave escaped and returned to Baby- 
lonia ; and the merchant who unwittingly bought such a slave 
and brought him to Babylonia for sale equally lost his invest- 
ment. On the other hand, according to paragraph 281, if such 
a slave was originally of foreign birth, his former Babylonian 
owner was urged to buy him back from the merchant so that 
he should not be taken out of the country again. The reason 
for the distinction made by the Code between a native-born 
and a foreign-bom slave is clear. The state could not possibly 
prohibit the export of previously imported slaves ; such a law 
would have been against the interests of the merchants ; but it 
could prohibit the export of native-born slaves. The motive 
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underlying both laws was the same, namely, the conservation 
of the slave population, native and foreign, to meet the de- 
mand for labor. Schorr®“ compares the law of paragraph 280 
with a similar Talmudic provision that prohibited the sale of 
slaves to gentiles and into a foreign country: Tf a man sold 
his slave to a gentile or to any one outside the land [of Israel], 
he goes free.’“° It is highly improbable that these two laws had 
anything in common. The Hammurabi law was dictated by 
purely economic considerations while the Mishnaic law, al- 
most two millenia later and in a quite different setting, was 
motivated by religious and national scruples. 

Besides the above-mentioned laws according to which de- 
faulting debtors, children of one free parent, and the native 
slave sold into a foreign country were to be freed without re- 
gard to the interest of their creditors and owners, there were 
two other means of manumission : release by adoption and by 
purchase. These were the most common methods of manumis- 
sion in Babylonia, but they are not mentioned in the Hammu- 
rabi Code. A slave-adoption contract consisted of five or six 
clauses: (1) A is the child of B; B his father (or mother) has 
released him (or cleansed his forehead) ; (2) A shall support 
B as long as he (or she) lives; (3) the children of B shall have 
no claim on A; (4) clause concerning the repudiation of the 
adoption by one or both parties (often ommitted in the con- 
tracts) ; (5) oath of the contracting parties; and (6) the 
names of the witnesses and the date. The form of an adoption 
contract of a female slave is similar to that of a male slave. In 
many cases, however, the released female slave is at the same 
time given in marriage and as a result the contract contains 
also the usual marriage clauses. Following are two examples 
of contracts of release by adoption from the First Dynasty of 
Babylon : 

Columbia 296. Case. 

Obv. 

1. tuppum i'i[adad]-im-di 1. Tablet. [Adad]-imdi 
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2. marat ku-nu-tura 

3. u a-ia-ar-tum 

4. iku-nu-tum u a-ia-ar-tum 

5. I'^adad-im-di u wa-li-za 

6. ma-la ul-du u ul-la-du 

7. u-li-la-su-nu-ti 

8. a-di ku-nu-tum 

9. u a-ia-ar-tum ba-al-ti-a 

10. '•^adad-im-di i-ta-na-si- 
si-na-ti 

11. wa-ar-ki 'ku-nu-tum 

12. u a-ia-ar-tum i-lu-si-na 

13. iq-te-ru-si-na-ti 

14. ma-am-ma-an mi-im-ma 

15. e-li ''adad-im-di 
bottom 

16. u maru™®® ma-li ul-du 

17. u ul-la-du 

18. u-ul i-su-u 

19. mu ^samas ''a-a ^marduk 

Rev. 

1. u a-piMsin 

2. u sippar'^* in-pa-de-mes 

3. sa pi tup-pi-im an-ni-im 

4. u-na-ka-ri“ 

BIN VII 206. 

1. 'gi-mil-lum 

2. ii ku-ri-tum dam-a-ni 

3. 'i-di-''la-ga-ma-al 


2. is the daughter of 
Kunutum 

3. and Aiartum. 

4. Kunutum and Aiartum 

7. have cleansed 

5. Adad-imdi and her off- 
spring, 

6. as many as she bore 
and will bear. 

8. As long as Kunutum 

9. and Aiartum live 

10. Adad-imdi shall support 
them. 

11. After Kunutum 

12. and Aiartum will have 
been 

13. called away by their god 

14. no one shall have 

15. upon Adad-imdi 

16. and [her] children, as 
many as she bore 

17. and will bear, 

18. any claim. 

19. By Shamash, A-a, 
Marduk 

1. and Apil-Sin 

2. and the city of Sippar 
they have sworn 

3. that they will [not] 
change 

4. the content of this tablet. 


1. Gimillum 

2. and Kurritum, his wife, 

3. Idi-Lagamal 
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4. 

ma-har ^samas u-ul-li- 

4. 

before Shamash has 


il-su-nu-ti 


cleansed them. 

5. 

a-na ^tas-me-tum-ma-ti 

5. 

To Tashmetum-mati, 


dam-a-ni 


his wife. 

6. 

a-na ma-ru-tim id-di-is- 

6. 

into adoption he has 


su-nu-ti 


given them. 

7. 

a-di '^tas-me-tum-ma-ti 

7. 

As long as Tashmetum- 
mati 

8. 

ba-al-ta-at it-ta-na-as- 

8. 

lives they shall support 


su-su-ma 


her ; and 

9. 

U 4 -kur-[se] maru'"®^ 

9. 

in the future the chil- 


i-di-^la-ga-ma-al 


dren of Idi-Lagamal 

10. 

a-na gi-mil-lum u 

10. 

against Gimillum and 


ku-ri-tum 


Kurri-tum 

11. 

inim-nu-ga-ga-a 

11. 

shall have no claim. 

12. 

mu *uras u sa-am-su-i- 

12. 

By Urash and Samsu- 


lu-na lugal-e 


iluna the king 

13. 

in-pa-de-me-es 

13. 

they have sworn. 

14. 

el-lu-x-x-su-nu 

14. 

[text unintelligible] 

15. 

§um-ma gi-mil-lum 

15. 

If Gimillum 

16. 

ii ku-ri-tum dam-a-ni 

16. 

and Kurritum, his wife. 

17. 

a-na ^tas-me-tum-ma-ti 

17. 

to Tashmetum-mati, 


um-mi-su-nu 


their mother 

18. 

li-ul um-ma-ni iq-ta-bu 

18. 

‘you are not our mother’ 
say. 

19. 

u-ga-la-bu-su-nu-ti-ma 

19. 

they shall cut their 
[front] hair and 

20. 

a-na kaspim i-na-di-nu- 

20. 

sell them for money. 


su-nu-ti 


From these two examples of release by adoption it is clear 
that like the adoption of freeborn children, release by adop- 
tion was fundamentally a business transaction, a quid pro quo 
proposition. The manumitted slave entered into a sonship (or 
daughtership) relation to his former master. His obligation 
toward his ‘father’ consisted of maintaining him as long as he 
lived. The relationship terminated with the death of the manu- 
mitter."® As one document succinctly expresses it : ‘As long as 
E, her mother, lives, she [the adopted slave girl] shall support 
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her; after E, her mother, will have been called away by her 
god, she shall be cleansed, she shall belong to herself, all her 
desires she will have attained.’““ The release of a female slave 
often occurred simultaneously with her being given into mar- 
riage.““ In such a case both husband and wife jointly under- 
took to support the former master or, if the husband paid 
the bridal price in full, the obligation of support was thereby 
terminated, and the release assumed the character of manu- 
mission by purchase.^® If the adopted slave failed to live up to 
his promise of support, that is, repudiated his ‘parents’ by 
saying ‘you are not my father,’ or ‘you are not my mother,’ 
the adoption was cancelled and the freed slave returned to his 
former status.^ To judge from several South Babylonian manu- 
mission documents, slaves were sometime freed with the 
obligation to support their manumitters but without entering 
into a sonship or daughtership relation to them. Instead of the 
formula ‘A is the son of B,’ the technical term for release em- 
ployed in these documents is ‘his freedom he has established’ 
(Sumerian: ama-ar-gi!,-ni in-gar, Accadian: andurdrsu iskun). 
In one document, the freed female slave, as in the case of 
adoption, took upon herself to support her former master and 
his wife as long as they lived.”' In another case, the freed 
slave took upon himself the obligation to conduct the business 
of his manumitter jointly with the latter’s children.”® Appar- 
ently, the slave was very able and the release was intended to 
serve him as an incentive to devoted service. In a document 
from Nippur, a female slave had her ‘freedom established’ 
without entering into a daughtership relation to her former 
master.”® There are several documents in which slave girls are 
given into marriage simultaneously with their adoption, but 
nothing is said either about the support of the ‘father’ or 
about the bride price received by him.’*’ In view of the busi- 
ness character of the Babylonian manumission, however, it is 
unlikely that these girls were released as an act of generosity 
on the part of their masters. Most probably the quid pro quo 
was simply omitted in the documents. 
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The second method of manumission was that of release by 
purchase. Thus, in one case, a female slave was freed because 
Tshtar-rabiat [the female slave] gave to Dushshuptum [her 
mistress] ten shekels of silver. In another case, a man freed 
his female slave because she had paid for him his debt con- 
sisting of twenty shekels of silver.““ The release in this case 
was by adoption, but since the girl did not take upon herself 
the obligation to support her ‘father’ for the duration of his 
life, the adoption formula was merely a legal fiction. The dif- 
ference between these two forms of release, that of adoption 
and that of purchase, was that in the first case the released 
slave paid his purchase price in installments for the duration 
of his master’s life, while in the second case the slave paid his 
full purchase price at once. Hence in the first instance, the re- 
leased slave, though legally free, still remained in a state of 
dependency to his former master and became completely free 
only after the latter’s death, while in the second instance the 
slave severed all connections with his master and became im- 
mediately and irrevocably free. 

We may now summarize the methods of manumission in 
Ancient Babylonia. Strictly speaking there were three ways 
by which a full slave could be freed: (1) a slave-concubine 
who gave birth to children was freed after the death of her 
master; (2) a native-born slave who had been sold to a foreign 
country was freed by the state upon his return to Babylonia ; 
and (3) any slave could be freed by purchase. The purchase 
transaction could be carried out in two forms, by pasunent of 
the whole sum at once or by promise of support of the manu- 
mitter for the duration of his life. In the first case the slave’s 
freedom was effective immediately and made irrevocably; in 
the second case the slave’s freedom was revocable the moment 
he failed to abide by his promise. Officially, the manumitted 
slave was either adopted or given a document of ‘cleansing.’” 
In order to forestall any future action against the manumitted 
slave, the heirs of the manumitter took an oath by the gods 
and by the king that they would not raise any claim against 
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him. To make the release doubly safe, the manumitted slave 
was sometimes dedicated to a god, that is, he was put under 
his protection. Thus, a certain Amat-Ishtar was ‘cleansed’ by 
her two owners and presented as a gift to Shamash and A-a. 
Actually, the female slave took upon herself the obligation to 
support her ‘mother’ (one of the women who freed her) for 
the duration of her life and no one was to have any claim on 
Amat-Ishtar after her mother’s death."* The dedication to a 
god was merely another safeguard to secure her liberty. 

In view of the large number of slave documents from the 
Chaldean, the Persian, and the Greek periods, it is indeed very 
surprising that so few of them relate to manumission. We 
know that some of the slaves in Neo-Babylonia rose to high 
and influential positions. The question may therefore be asked, 
why did they not purchase their freedom ? The answer to this 
might be that the owners refused to let them go. The right to 
grant manumission was entirely in the hands of the owner. 
The poor slave had no means by which to purchase his free- 
dom, while the rich slave was too valuable as a source of in- 
come to be freed even at a high price. In a document dated in 
the reign of Nabonidus, a slave was freed on condition that he 
provide food, oil, and clothing for his manumitter. The freed 
slave, however, refused to abide by the conditions set forth in 
the contract and as a result was re-enslaved : ‘The tablet of re- 
lease of R [the manumitter] has destroyed and sealed him 
[i.e. marked him as a slave] In another document, dated in 
the reign of Cyrus, a woman freed her male slave on the same 
condition, namely, that he provide her with food, oil, and 
clothing."* In both of these cases, as was the usage in Ancient 
Babylonia, the slave became absolutely free only after the 
death of his manumitter. 

The Late Assyrian documents at our disposal do not con- 
tain a single manumission contract. Several texts dealing with 
release employ the term patdru ‘to release,’ but as far as one 
can judge from the contents they probably relate to slave 
pledges redeemed by their owners."* As the editor of these 
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texts correctly states : ‘They are too slight to warrant our say- 
ing that we have any examples of a slave acquiring his free- 
dom in our documents.’"" We do possess, however, one docu- 
ment from the Middle Assyrian period which is definitely a 
manumission contract. Asuat-Idiglat, a free woman, and 
Illuma-iriba, the slave of Amurru-nasir, both served in the 
house of Ashshur-rizuia. Asuat-Idiglat redeemed the slave 
Illuma-iriba (ipturasima) and married him. In gratitude for 
this act, the freed slave cleared (uzzakkisi) his wife from her 
obligations to Ashshur-rizuia. Asuat-Idiglat and her future 
children were declared to be citizens (alaiau) of the county of 
Amurru-nasir (the original owner of the freed slave) , and they 
became subject to the county’s feudal service but could not be 
reduced to slavery."* The gist of the case is as follows : Illuma- 
iriba, the slave of Amurru-nasir, served as a pledge in the 
house of Ashshur-rizuia. Asuat-Idiglat, herself serving as a 
pledge in the same house, managed to get a sum of money with 
which she ransomed the slave from Ashshur-rizuia and mar- 
ried him. Amurru-nasir, the master of the slave, was not satis- 
fied (the slave was probably pledged for a sum lower than his 
purchase price) , and therefore Asuat-Idiglat and her children 
had to compensate the owner of the freed slave by taking upon 
themselves to perform certain duties in Amurru-nasir’s feudal 
service. Judging from this document we are justified in con- 
cluding that manumission was known and practiced also in 
Assyria. 

We possess only one document relating to manumission 
from Ugarit. It tells of a young female slave who was freed 
by her master and was at the same time given into marriage 
to a freeman, who paid for her the sum of twenty shekels of 
silver. Since the husband paid the head-price in full, the 
female slave was declared free forever (a-^na da-ri-it-ti) , 
without having to undertake any further obligations toward 
her former master. On the basis of this document we may as- 
sume that the practice of manumission in Ugarit in the middle 
of the second millennium B.c. paralleled that of Ancient Baby- 
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Ionia. The difference between the two practices is to be found 
in the symbolical act of release. While in Ancient Babylonia 
the slave’s forehead was ‘cleansed’ or his face turned to the 
rising sun, the Ugaritic custom probably was to pour oil on his 
head.”" 

According to the Biblical slave legislations there were five 
ways by which a Hebrew slave could obtain his freedom. 
These were: (1) a defaulting debtor was to be freed in the 
seventh year (Ex. 21, Dt. 15) ; (2) he who had sold himself 
into slavery was to be released in the year of the jubilee (ac- 
cording to Lev. 25) ; (3) a freeborn girl who had been sold by 
her father on condition that her master marry her or give her 
into marriage to one of his sons must be freed if the master 
should refuse to live up to the conditions of the sale (Ex. 21 :7- 
11) (4) by purchase (Lev. 25:47ff.); and (5) by injury 

(Ex. 21:26-7). The law of Exodus 21:2-4 reads: 

If you buy a Hebrew slave, six years he shall serve, 
and in the seventh he shall go free for nothing. If he 
came in single, he shall go out single ; if he was married, 
his wife shall go out with him. If his master gives him a 
wife, and she bears him sons or daughters, the wife with 
her children shall belong to her master, and he shall go 
out alone. 

This law has its parallel in paragraph 117 of the Hammu- 
rabi Code, which reads : ‘If a man be in debt and sell his wife, 
his son or his daughter, or bind them over to service, for three 
years they shall work in the house of their purchaser or cred- 
itor ; in the fourth year they shall be given their freedom.’ It is 
obvious that, like the earlier Babylonian counterpart, the sub- 
ject of the Biblical law was not the common Hebrew slave but 
the Hebrew defaulting debtor. Like Hammurabi in his time, 
the Hebrew lawgivers realized the disastrous effects of a pol- 
icy that, if unchecked, would finally lead to the enslavement of 
large numbers of freeborn people, and hence they tried by this 
law to stem the power of the ruthless creditors. Whether this 
law of release was more successful in Palestine than its coup- 
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terpart was in Babylonia is hard to say, in view of the lack of 
private documents and court records. Jeremiah and Nehemiah 
eloquently prove that the law of release of Hebrew defaulting 
debtors, at least in their time, was not enforced. Thus Jere- 
miah : 

The word that came to Jeremiah from the Lord, after 
king Zedekiah had made a covenant with all the people 
that were in Jerusalem to proclaim liberty unto them; 
that each of them should liberate his Hebrew male and 
female slaves, so that none should hold his fellow-Jew in 
slavery. And all the princes and the people . . . had obeyed 
the covenant and liberated them. But afterward they 
turned round and brought back the male and female 
slaves that they had liberated, and reduced them once 
again to slavery. Then the word of the Lord came to 
Jeremiah, saying, thus says the Lord, the God of Israel : 
‘On the day that I brought your fathers out of the land of 
Egypt, out of the house of slavery, I made a covenant 
with them, saying, at the end of seven years you shall 
liberate each one his fellow-Hebrew who has been sold to 
you, and has served for six years — you shall let him go 
free from you ; but your fathers neither listened nor in- 
clined their ears to me. Just now you turned round, and 
did what was right in my sight in proclaiming liberty to 
one another, and entering into a covenant before me in 
the house which is called by my name. But you have again 
turned round and dishonored my name by bringing back 
the male and female slaves you had liberated, and reduc- 
ing them again into slavery.’®* 

And Nehemiah: 

There were those who said, ‘We are giving our sons 
and our daughters in pledge to secure grain that we may 
eat and live.’ And there were also those who said, ‘We are 
giving our fields, our vineyards, and our houses in pledge 
that we may secure grain because of the famine.’ Again, 
there were also those who said, ‘We have borrowed 
money for the king’s tribute and that upon our fields and 
vineyards. Now, our flesh is as the flesh of our kinsmen, 
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our children are as their children; but we are bringing 
our sons and our daughters into slaveiy, and some of our 
daughters are already enslaved; neither is it in our 
power to help it, for others possess our fields and our 
vineyards.’®* 

Jeremiah refers directly to the law of release of Exodus. 
Nehemiah does not. He bases his plea on national-religious 
ground. Both are clear examples, one from the sixth century 
and the other from the fifth, that the law of release of Hebrew 
debtors was not enforced in practice. 

The law of Exodus 21 :7-ll has already been discussed in 
the paragraph ‘Sale of Minors,’ where it has been compared 
with the Nuzian practice of selling young girls by their par- 
ents on condition that they be given in marriage to freemen or 
slaves. Strictly speaking, this law, as handed down to us, does 
not deal with slavery proper, for the sold girl is destined to 
marry either her master or his son, and the children born of 
such a marriage were free. Hence her release, in case of 
breach of contract, cannot be compared with that of the de- 
faulting debtor or of a slave proper. The law contemplates a 
brideship transaction. The master, by refusing to marry her 
himself or give her in marirage to one of his sons, commits a 
breach of contract and is therefore penalized by having her go 
free without compensation. 

The law of Exodus 21 :26-7 presents considerable difficul- 
ties. 'The law reads : 

If a man smites the eye of his male or female slave, 
and destroys it, he shall let him go free for his eye’s sake ; 
if he knocks out a tooth of his male or female slave, he 
shall let him go free for his tooth’s sake. 

The meaning of the law is, of course, quite clear. The loss 
of limb, as a result of beatings administered by the master, is 
considered sufficient ground for meriting release from slavery. 
The difficulty arises when we ask who was the beneficiary of 
this law. Unlike the law of Exodus 21 :2-4, which employs the 
adjective ‘Hebrew’ {‘ehed ‘ibri ‘Hebrew slave’), the law of 
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Exodus 21 :26-7 uses only the absolute ‘ehed ‘slave.’ This dis- 
tinction between Hebrew slave and slave is interpreted in the 
Talmud to mean that this law applied only to Canaanite 
slaves.®* This view of the Talmud has been challenged by some 
scholars on the ground that it is logically absurd.”® For indeed, 
if the law of Exodus 21 :26-7 be applicable to non-Hebrew 
slaves only, it would mean that when a master deliberately de- 
stroys an eye or breaks a tooth of his Hebrew slave the deed 
goes unpunished, while when the same act is perpetrated upon 
a non-Hebrew slave he is to be granted his freedom as a com- 
pensation for his loss of limb. It seems then that the only 
plausible interpretation of this contradiction in the law would 
be to assume that the law of w. 26-7 applies to the Hebrew de- 
faulting debtor,®" who, from the point of view of the law, was 
not a slave but merely a debtor temporarily in the service of 
his creditor. When such a debtor-slave was permanently in- 
jured by his creditor-master, the loss of limb was considered 
equivalent to the amount of the debt and hence he was to be 
released. 

The Deuteronomic slave legislation (Dt. 15:12-14, 18), 
which follows closely that of the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 
21 :2-6) , reads : 

If a brother of yours, a Hebrew man or a Hebrew 
woman, is sold to you, he is to serve you six years, and 
in the seventh year you shall let him go free from you. 
And when you let him go free from you, you must not 
send him away empty-handed; you shall provision him 
liberally out of your flock, of your threshing-floor, and of 
your wine-press, supplying him as the Lord your God 
has blessed you. It shall not seem hard to you when you 
let him go free from you ; for he has worked six years 
for you, double the cost of a hired laborer. 

The choice of the terms ‘your Hebrew brother or sister’ 
and the emphasis ‘for he has worked six years, double the cost 
of a hired laborer,’ make it even clearer than did the law of 
Exodus that the subject of the law of release in both codes is 
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the Hebrew defaulting debtor. It will be remembered that the 
Hammurabi Code set three years as the limit for working off 
one’s debts. The Deuteronomic law giver was aware of that 
law and he therefore emphasized the fact that in Palestine the 
defaulting debtor served double the time, ‘six years.”" It should 
further be noticed that although this law rests squarely on the 
earlier release law of Exodus, it contains a new phase that re- 
flects the changes that had taken place in the economic life of 
the country. Not only men but also women are now being sold 
or given in pledge for debts. The new law, therefore, demands 
that the provision of release be equally applied to both men 
and women. 

The Levitical slave legislation has, as has already been 
pointed out in Chapter l, no connection with those of Exodus 
and Deuteronomy. The subject of the latter legislations is the 
defaulting debtor, while the subject of the Levitical law is the 
poor Hebrew who sold himself into perpetual slavery either to 
a fellow-Hebrew or to a stranger. The laws of Leviticus 25 :39- 
42, 47-54 read ; 

If a fellow-countryman of yours under obligation to 
you becomes poor, and he sells himself to you, you must 
not make him serve as a slave. He shall have the status 
of a hired laborer or a sojourner with you, working for 
you until the year of the jubilee, when he shall be re- 
leased from your service, along with his children and re- 
turn to his own family, and return to his ancestral prop- 
erty ; because they are my slaves, whom I brought out of 
the land of Egypt, they must not be sold into perpetual 
slavery. 

If an alien or a sojourner under you becomes rich, 
and a brother of yours under obligation to him becomes 
poor, and sells himself to an alien or sojourner under 
you, or to a member of the alien’s family, even after he 
has sold himself, the right of redemption shall hold for 
him ; one of his brothers may redeem him, or his uncle or 
his uncle’s son may redeem him, or any of his near rela- 
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tives belonging to his family may redeem him; or if he 
becomes rich enough, he may redeem himself. He shall 
reckon with his purchaser from the year that he sold 
himself to him down to the year of the jubilee, and the 
price for his release shall be based on the niunber of 
years; he is to have the status of a hired laborer with 
him. If there are still many years to run, he must refund 
as redemption for himself a proportionate amount of his 
purchase price. If there are only a few years left until 
the year of the jubilee, he must make a reckoning with 
him, refunding as redemption for himself an amount 
proportionate to the years left him. As a yearly hired 
laborer shall he be with him ; and the other shall not rule 
with rigour over him in your sight. If he is not redeemed 
in any of these ways, he shall go free at the year of the 
jubilee, along with his children. 

A new element, hitherto disregarded in the Ancient Near 
East, is now introduced in this law : the nationality of the slave 
and that of his master. First, a distinction is made between a 
Hebrew and a non-Hebrew master. If a Hebrew sells himself to 
a fellow-Hebrew he must serve him (if the master insists) till 
the year of the jubilee. But, if the master is an alien, he must 
release his Hebrew slave whenever the latter is financially able 
to purchase his freedom. The Hammurabi Code does not distin- 
guish between a native and a foreign master, and it does not 
concede the right of redemption to the slave. The right of 
manumission is left entirely in the hands of the owner. 
Secondly, the law prohibits the perpetual enslavement of a 
compatriot by insisting that every Hebrew must be freed in 
the year of the jubilee : ‘They are my slaves . . . they must not 
be sold into perpetual slavery.’ This represents a marked 
divergence from the earlier laws of Exodus 21 :5-6 and of 
Deuteronomy 15:16-17, which provide that a former debtor- 
slave who voluntarily chooses to remain in slavery shall re- 
main a slave forever Was the law of the jubilee ever en- 
forced? The sages of the Talmud were very much in doubt 
about it.®* The Levitical law of release of the Hebrew slaves 
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formed an integral part of a great land-reform utopia, where- 
in the ancestral land was declared to be inviolable and unsell- 
able, and if sold or pledged had to revert to its original owner 
in the year of the jubilee. It would have been highly inconsis- 
tent with its own high ideal if the law had demanded the re- 
turn of the land while leaving its rightful owners in servitude. 
Hence, both the land and its former possessors were to be 
freed at the same time. 



III. The Economic Role of Slavery 

1. State Slavery 

From time immemorial it was the fate of those who were 
spared on the battlefield to be reduced to slavery. Inscriptions 
from Accad report that soldiers taken captive in battle were 
brought together with the material booty to the victorious 
cities by the conquering kings.* These war captives were re- 
duced to the status of slaves and became the property of the 
king, i.e. state slaves. It was these enslaved war prisoners 
who, with the assistance of corvee gangs and hired free labor- 
ers, constructed roads, dug canals, erected fortresses, built 
temples, tilled the crown lands, and worked in the royal fac- 
tories connected with the palace. They labored under the 
supervision of overseers and were housed in special barracks ; 
and their names, ages, and land of origin were duly recorded 
in slave registers.’ Among the tasks assigned to these inmates 
were activities in the weaving,’ brewing,* and general work’ 
departments of the palace. In the Hammurabi period the 
duties of the ndgirum (a police official) included also the 
supervision of the state slaves.* This policy of enslaving war 
captives, though by no means enforced indiscriminately, was 
continued in the Neo-Babylonian empire. Nebuchadnezzar tells 
us, in his building inscriptions, about war prisoners ‘from the 
upper sea to the lower sea’ whom he had compelled to bear the 
yoke of slavery and to perform service in the building of 
temples in Babylon.’ 

The Assyrian policy toward war prisoners was the same 
as that of Babylonia. In exceptional cases whole corps of war 
prisoners were incorporated into the Assyrian army. As a 
rule, however, they were dragged to Assyria and forced to 
perform menial tasks as state slaves : ‘At that time, with the 
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[labor] of enemy peoples my hand has captured, I [Sargon] 
built a city at the foot of Mount Musri above Nineveh . . . and 
called its name Dur Sharrukin.’* Sennacherib tells us that 
‘The people of Chaldea, the Aramaeans, the Mannai, [the 
people of] Kue and Hilakku who had not submitted to my 
yoke, I snatched away [from their land], and made them 
carry the basket and mould bricks. I cut down the reed 
marshes that are in Chaldea and had the men of the foe whom 
my hand had conquered drag the mighty reeds for the comple- 
tion of its work." While the official chronicles of the Assyrian 
wars are couched in stereotyped form, the state correspond- 
ence between the palace and the high administrative officials is 
more personal and detailed and therefore affords a deeper in- 
sight into the fate of the state slaves and their offspring than 
the generalities of the royal inscriptions. In one letter ad- 
dressed to Sargon, an official writes that he is ready to start 
the repairs on the palace in the city of Ekallate with the help 
of the king’s purchased slaves and palace slaves. He writes 
that he had just completed a list of these slaves and ‘let them 
perform the work of the king.’'* That the government kept a 
strict record of its several classes of slaves is clear from the 
document cited above." It also kept a record of those who had 
been sold to private citizens, enumerating even infants : 

In regard to the people of Hazanu, of whom the king 
my lord has written, I have just assembled them. Ac- 
cording to their names I have written them down [and] 
forwarded [the lists] to the king my lord [as follows] : 
U, N his brother, one infant, two women, a total of five; 
... a total of five ; . . . a total of three ; a [grand] total 
of thirty-five souls. Five of their number are wanting. 
Three were sold at Babylon for money. They sold four in 
the house of Iluiada’. . . 

The fate of the war captives in the hands of the Assyrian 
conquerors is succinctly expressed in one passage of a letter 
addressed to a high official: ‘Eleven hundred and nineteen 
able-bodied soldiers, — five thousand persons altogether [in- 



94 


SLAVEBY IN THE NEAR EAST 


eluding their families], — were entrusted to the palace guard, 
all those [fated] to die among them are dead and all those 
that could [manage to] survive are living. 

The evidence from Nuzi shows that the institution of state 
slavery played an important economic role in this community. 
A number of official receipts from the old Accadian period re- 
cord the disbursements of barley and other food rations to the 
eri(d) lugal ‘slaves of the king.”* In later times these state 
slaves (arde ekalli)"^ were distributed in small groups among 
the various cities. They are often called ms blti of the city of 
so-and-so.“ The Neo-Babylonian and the Old Testament terms 
mse blti and ’ansi bayit, which include both house-born and 
purchased slaves," are usually translated ‘domestics.’ In the 
Nuzi documents, however, the nls blti (literally ‘people of the 
house’) were not the property of private individuals but were 
attached to whole communities and thus the Nuzian term 
would be best translated by communal slaves. The institution 
of municipal slavery was not an innovation of the Nuzians. It 
was in existence in Babylonia long before the fourteenth cen- 
tury B.C. In one document, dated in the reign of Hammurabi, 
ten Elamite war captives were presented to the city of Baby- 
lon.** In Late Assyria, the presentation of war captives to 
various cities seems to have been a common practice: ‘The 
people and spoil of Elam, which at the command of Assur I 
[Ashurbanipal] had carried off, the choicest I presented unto 
my gods. . . . The rest I divided like sheep among the chief 
cities, the abodes of the great gods, [among] my officials, my 
nobles, the whole of my camp.’" After great victories, the 
Assyrian kings became so magnanimous that they presented 
part of their spoil to the populace. At the conclusion of the 
war against the Arabs, Ashurbanipal prided himself that he 
had apportioned men and women, asses and camels, and cattle 
and sheep even to the most humble of his subjects." The small 
city-states of Syria and Palestine also had their state slaves. 
Amenophis of Egypt asked Rewashsha, prince of Taanach, to 
send to Megiddo some of his war captives, most certainly to 
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perform some public or military tasks.“^ The king of Carche- 
mish had such a great supply of them that after his successful 
war against Ugarit he sold some of the Ugaritic captives to 
private slave dealers.^ In the El-Amarna period, Syrian and 
Palestinian ‘kings’ sent large numbers of slaves and war cap- 
tives (aslru) as gifts to their Egyptian overlords. These were 
unquestionably state slaves who were at the disposal of the 
local princes.® 

The existence of state slavery in Israelitic Palestine was 
brilliantly demonstrated in the recent epochal explorations 
by Glueck in the ‘Arabah. In a report of his findings he said ; 

The idea previously expressed as a result of the first 
two seasons of excavations, and based also partly on lit- 
erary evidence, that the smelter and foundries and fac- 
tories at Ezion-Geber :Elat were manned by slave labor, 
was further supported as a result of the finds and experi- 
ences of the work of the third season. The fumes and 
smoke of the smelter-refinery alone, coupled with the 
severity of the natural conditions, would have made life 
there intolerable to the freeborn and impossible for 
slaves. The welfare of the latter, however, would hardly 
have been taken into consideration. The rate of mortality 
among the slaves must have been terrific.® 

Who were these slaves who manned the foundries and fac- 
tories at Ezion-Geber :Elat? The answer that suggests itself 
is, of course, that they were partly freeborn Canaanites and 
Edomites who had been reduced to slavery, and whom David 
and Solomon employed in the mines.® In other words, they 
were the king’s slaves, or more precisely, state slaves. Of the 
three main classes of slavery existing in Palestine in the Bib- 
lical period, namely, domestic slavery, temple slavery, and 
state slavery,® the last of the three was the latest to develop. 
This is quite understandable, for the institution of state 
slavery presupposes the existence of a state and the mainten- 
ance of extensive crown properties where slaves could be prof- 
itably employed. In the El-Amarna period the city-states were 
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well organized, the local princes had their crown lands, and 
state slavery was in existence. After the collapse of the Egypt- 
ian rule in Palestine and during the subsequent period of the 
‘Judges,’ there was no centralized power in the country, and 
as a result both the corvee and state slavery were nonexistent 
in Israel. With the emergence, however, of a new centralized 
power under David and Solomon, the corvee and state slavery 
were re-established. The main source whence the state slaves 
were recruited was again, as it had been before, captives 
of war. Some of the captives were, in accordance with the 
usage of the time, presented to the temple as the victorious 
deity’s share of the booty;” some were, again in conformity 
with the practice in the Near East, distributed as gifts to high 
officials of the army.” The bulk of the captives, however, fell 
as share to the king, i.e. to the state. Some of the latter were 
employed in public works as auxiliaries to the corvee, “ as agri- 
cultural workers on the crown lands,” while others were sold” 
or leased by the king to various individuals.” 

Though the institution of state slavery was reintroduced 
after the initial victories of David, it became an important 
economic factor in Palestine only after the conquest of the 
‘Arabah. It is a known fact that slave labor (excepting house 
slaves) is highly unprofitable unless employed on a large scale 
in non-technical production. The slave has neither the will nor 
the skill to operate with delicate techniques and expensive 
tools. 'The natural field for the exploitation of slave labor is, 
therefore, on large latifundia and especially in mining indus- 
tries where rough tools are used, where skill is not required, 
and where human beings can be wasted to an appalling degree 
without causing great loss to the employer. The metallurgical 
industry in the ‘Arabah presented just such an ideal field for 
the exploitation of slave labor. David, Solomon, and the kings 
who ruled this region after them put the state slaves to work 
in the mines and utilized both to advantage. 

That the institution of state slavery existed in Palestine 
from the days of David down to the period of Nehemiah and 
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Ezra is attested by two technical terms preserved in the Old 
Testament designating this branch of slavery, namely, mas 
‘obed and ‘abde selomo. The terms mas and mas ‘6bM do not, 
as commonly supposed, express a common idea, that of ‘trib- 
ute’ or ‘forced labor.’ An examination of the twenty-two pas- 
sages in which these terms are used” will show that they are 
not interchangeable but represent three distinct branches of 
one institution whose economic value was deemed so impor- 
tant that high officials (NN. ‘al ham-mas) were appointed to 
supervise its activities and income.” The term mas is em- 
ployed in a threefold sense: (1) wffien used in reference to 
conquered nations, particularly to Canaanites, it means ‘pay- 
ment of tribute’;” (2) when used in reference to Israelites it 
means ‘corvee’ f and (3) mas ‘obed means ‘total slavery.’ The 
term mas ‘obed is found three times: Genesis 49:15, Joshua 
16:10, and I Kings 9:21.” Disregarding the ‘6bM in Genesis 
49:15 as a poetical exaggeration of Issacher’s fate, and the 
‘obed after mas in Joshua 16:10 as inconsistent with the 
numerous statements dealing with the same subject that use 
only mas,” the term mas ‘obH in l Kings 9:21 leaves no doubt 
of its real meaning : The Canaanites were reduced by Solomon 
to mas ‘obed ‘state slavery,’ in contradistinction to the Israel- 
ites, whom he did not reduce to the status of ‘abddim ‘slaves’ 
(l Kings 9:22, II Chron. 8:9), but merely made them subject 
to the mas ‘corvee’ (l Kings 5:27). This harsh treatment 
meted out to both Israelites and Canaanites was a result of 
the economic development of the country under David and 
Solomon. Expansion of international trade (a monopoly of 
the king) and the mining industries brought new wealth into 
the hands of the rulers. It was this wealth that enabled Solo- 
mon to finance his extensive building activities. The mining 
industries and the building activities, however, could be car- 
ried out successfully only on the basis of unpaid labor : other- 
wise the first would have yielded too small a profit, and the 
latter would have proved too costly. Solomon solved the prob- 
lem of securing both high profits from the mines and low costs 
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of construction by imposing the corvee on the Israelites and 
by reducing the tribute-paying Canaanites and Edomites to 
state slavery. Since the new class of state slaves was officially 
created by Solomon, they were appropriately called ‘ahde 
selomo ‘Solomon’s slaves,’” i.e. king’s slaves. Once formed, this 
class of state slaves remained in existence, varying of course 
in number and economic importance, until the end of the 
Judaean kingdom. Under the new ecclesiastical order estab- 
lished by Nehemiah and Ezra, the hene ‘ahde selomo," consist- 
ing of the descendants of the enslaved Canaanites to whom in 
course of time other foreigners were added, were merged with 
the netmtm, the temple slaves. The end of independent state- 
hood marked also the end of state slavery. 

In addition to its own slaves, recruited mainly from war 
prisoners, the state also forced privately owned slaves to serve 
in the corvee. Whether the corvee duties laid upon the shoul- 
ders of the unfree population preceded the general corvee, 
which was obligatory upon the freeborn population, or vice 
versa is hard to say. We judge from the evidence at our dis- 
posal that the general corvee must have preceded the slave 
corvee, because in no other way could the small Babylonian 
city-states maintain their irrigation systems — the lifeblood of 
their prosperity — construct roads, erect the city walls, and 
build temples. At the dawn of history, these public works were 
unquestionably performed willingly by the whole community 
under the supervision of the city-head, the ensi; but with the 
growth of the city and its accumulated wealth, which in turn 
resulted in the formation of several economic and social 
classes, the general participation of the citizenry in public 
works became ‘forced labor,’ obligatory only on certain classes 
of the freeborn while others were exempt from it." Since the 
object of the corvee (tuipsikku, dullu) was to mobilize the 
available manpower of the community for public works, pri- 
vately owned slaves were of course subject to it as were the 
freeborn inhabitants. But while some of the freeborn classes 
were exempt, the burden of the corvee lay heavily upon the 
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slaves. Like the census of the free population that served pri- 
marily for purposes of military service and taxation, so the 
slave registers, “ kept in the palace and in the offices of the 
local magistrates, served for purposes of the corvee. In Neo- 
Babylonia, particularly in the Persian and in the Greek 
periods, the slave-sale documents contain a number of clauses 
in which the seller guarantees to the purchaser that the slave 
sold has already performed his corvee duty and is free from 
any government claim upon his service. These guaranties con- 
sist of arad sarrutu (fern, amat sarrutu) ‘king’s service,’ 
which included not only public works but also service in the 
royal factories, particularly in the weaving establishments 
and on the crown lands; sirqutu ‘temple service’; hit slsl 
‘stable service’ ; hit narkabti, ‘chariot service’ ; bit ktissi 
‘throne service’ ; and the still obscure terms smdnutu, bit pas- 
suri, and kizazutu.** The duration of the forced-labor period 
imposed by the state upon the slave is nowhere stated. From 
the food-ration lists of the time of Urukagina, Anna Schneider 
concludes that the corvee period of the freeborn people lasted 
four months each year.** The corvee raised by Solomon to pro- 
cure timber from the Lebanon also lasted four months each 
year.*" But this was certainly not the case in regard to the 
duration of the slave corvee in Later Babylonia. In many 
documents of this period the guaranty clause states that the 
seller takes upon himself the responsibility for the slave’s lia- 
bility to the corvee ana umi sati ‘for ever.’** This is a clear in- 
dication that, at least in Later Babylonia, the slave could serve 
his corvee duty in one stretch of time. 

2. Temple Slavery 

At the dawn of history the Babylonian temple, with the 
vast wealth at its disposal, already constituted the richest 
agricultural, industrial, commercial, and financial single unit 
within the community. It was a well-organized and efficiently 
run corporation controlling in its hand extensive tracts of 
land, enormous quantites of raw material, large flocks of 
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cattle and sheep, sizable amounts of precious metal, and a 
large number of slaves. In short : the Babylonian temple, in the 
Sumerian as well as in the later Semitic period, was the larg- 
est landowner, the greatest industrialist, the richest banker, 
and the biggest slaveholder in every city of the country. Its 
landholdings, which included in addition to the temple pre- 
cinct large tracts of land outside of it, were divided into two 
categories. One was cultivated for its own consumption by the 
temple slaves and the lower classes of the free temple person- 
nel, and the other was parcelled out to freeborn tenant-farm- 
ers, who received from the temple store-house seed, animals, 
and implements for seasonal needs. Its own raw material and 
that received in the form of tithes, dues, gifts, etcetera, were 
converted into finished goods in the temple factories manned 
by free and slave laborers. These commodities were partly 
consumed by the temple household and partly sold in the open 
market. The accumulated precious metal was used as a means 
of exchange in intercommunal and international commerce 
and for loans on interest to private individuals. Thus, the 
temple corporation was in a position not only to produce for 
its own consumption, but also to invade the market as a dealer 
in agricultural products, as a manufacturer of finished goods, 
and particularly as a money lender." What has been said about 
the wealth and economic power of the Ancient Babylonian 
temple was also true, though to a lesser degree, of the Neo- 
Babylonian," Assyrian," Syrian, and Palestinian temples. Our 
sources for the latter two countries are scanty, yet the few 
references in the available documents show that the temples 
there played the same role as did those of Ancient Babylonia. 
The temple in Ugarit, which was a great port and commercial 
city, also took part in international commerce and served 
partly as a trading house. In one poem we read : ‘Call a cara- 
van into the sanctuary, a trading company into thy temples.’” 
In a letter sent to the Egyptian king in the El-Amama period 
by Rib-Addi of Gubla (Syria), we find the following reference 
to its temples : ‘For there is a great deal of silver and gold in 
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it [i.e. Gubla] and in the house of its gods there is everything 
in great quantity.’" We have many references to the temple 
treasury in the Old Testament (’oserot beyt Yahweh)^ and 
though Palestine was in comparison with Babylonia and As- 
syria a poor country, lacking great industries and inter- 
national commerce, its temples possessed, none the less, great 
wealth" and hence must have exercised a weighty economic 
influence in the country. 

Temple slaves were recruited from two main sources : 
prisoners of war and dedications by individuals. Included 
among the various war trophies the successful king presented 
to his deity as the god’s share in the victory over the common 
enemy were also war captives. Rimush, the successor of Sar- 
gon of Accad, presented to Enlil after his subjugation of Elam 
and Barakshi 30 minas of gold, 3,600 minas of copper, and 6 
male and female slaves." Puzur-Shushinak, the ensi of Susa, 
presented to his god Shushinak, among other things, emblems 
of silver and gold, one long dagger, one large hatchet, and 
prisoners upon prisoners." A document dated in the reign of 
Ur-Nesu, ensi of Umma, records the presentation of 172 male 
and female slaves, part of the spoils of a war, to the temple of 
Shara at Shariphumma." In the Hammurabi period king Rim- 
Anum dedicated one of his war captives to the temple of Ram- 
manum." This practice of presenting war captives to temples 
prevailed throughout the long history of Babylonia. The pious 
Nabonidus presented at one time 2,850 war prisoners to the 
temples of Bel, Nabu, and Nergal." The Assyrian temples 
profited prodigiously from the many successful wars con- 
ducted by the Late Assyrian kings. Large numbers of captives 
were usually donated by them after each victorious war.” The 
Nuzian temples possessed large numbers of slaves. One docu- 
ment mentions as many as 224 temple slaves of the city of 
Tursha.® The sanctuaries of Palestine, like the temples of 
Mesopotamia, also shared in the war booty. After the success- 
ful campaign against the Midianites, Moses is reported to 
have taken one of every five hundred, or one of every fifty 
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prisoners and to have presented them as a gift to the temple.® 
Joshua made the Gibeonites ‘hewers of wood and drawers of 
water’ in the sanctuary.” Among the netintm who returned 
from the Babylonian exile were the descendants of the temple 
slaves whom David and the princes had given to the Levites “ 
and the offspring of the state slaves of Solomon.” The war 
records of David mention only that gold and silver were pre- 
sented to the temple as the deity’s share in the booty.® It may, 
however, be assumed, from the war records of Moses and 
Joshua, from the complaint by Ezekiel that uncircumcised 
foreigners served in the temple" and from the fact that the 
netinim were regarded as the descendants of slaves whom 
David had dedicated to the temple, that among the booty pre- 
sented by David to the sanctuary were also war captives." 

Kings, high officials of state, and private individuals often 
dedicated slaves to the temple in the hope of securing thereby 
favors from the gods. Amattar-sirsirra, daughter of Uruka- 
gina, ensi of Lagash, dedicated to the god Mesandu eight male 
and three female slaves ‘for the preservation of her life.’" 
Manishtusu, third ruler of the dynasty of Accad, showed his 
devotion to the deity Narudi by dedicating one of his slaves to 
her temple," as did Eannatum, ensi of Lagash, before him.™ 
The task the dedicated slave was to perform is often stated: 
ana kisallutim iddin ‘for the cleansing of the temple yard [the 
slave] he gave.’" Records of dedications of slaves and freeborn 
minors to temples are more numerous in the Neo-Babylonian 
period. A partly mutilated and undated document tells of 
twenty-eight persons whom their fathers had dedicated to the 
temple slave order of the sirqutu of Erech.™ One by the name 
of Ardia dedicated his slave to tne sirqutu order of Erech.™ 
The prince Ninurta-ah-iddin presented five male slaves to the 
temple of Ishtar.” Often a man would dedicate his slave to a 
temple with the provision that the term of actual service 
should begin after his death. Thus Nabu-ahhe-bullit and his 
wife Bulta dedicated ‘of their oAvn free will’ their slave Ah- 
iddin to the temple of Ishtar ‘for the preservation of their 
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lives,’ but specified that the term of service should begin only 
‘when they will have gone to their fate.”® During the Seleucid 
era a Greek, Nikanor son of Demokrate, dedicated to the house 
of the gods of Erech his five-year-old slave girl Arahuna." The 
practice of dedicating slaves to temples must have been as 
popular in Assyria as it was in neighboring Babylonia. In a 
document from Late Assyria it is recorded that four persons 
dedicated one slave to the temple of Ninurta." ” 

A third source of recruits for temple slavery was the dedi- 
cation of freeborn children. Orphans who had no one to care 
for them and poor children whose parents could not support 
them were sometimes dedicated to a sanctuary as slaves. In a 
document dated in the First Dynasty of Babylon, a temple 
slave {warad ekallim ) , who had been sent when still a child to 
serve in the temple, demanded his release on the ground of a 
document he had found in the temple archives recording the 
fact that his father had been an officer of the state and pos- 
sessed land property.™ The meaning of this document is not 
certain. The fact that the slave himself investigated and found 
in the records that his father once possessed land can only 
mean that when his father died other people ejected him from 
his possessions and, being fatherless and homeless, he was 
sent by the city authorities to the temple or palace as a slave. 
He now demanded his freedom. It is, of course, hazardous to 
build a theory on the basis of one (partly mutilated) docu- 
ment, but a fully reported and extremely interesting docu- 
ment from the reign of the Neo-Babylonian king Nabonidus 
seems to support this interpretation. This was the case of a 
widow who in a time of famine saved her two children by 
dedicating them as slaves to a temple." 

About the organization of the Ancient Babylonian temple 
slaves we know very little. The many temple documents that 
have come down to us tell only of food rations given to 
slaves employed in the temple lands, fisheries, weaving estab- 
lishments, et cetera. We are much better informed about them, 
however, in the Neo-Babylonian period. The order of the sir- 
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qutu of the temple of Ishtar in Erech is admirably discussed 
in Dougherty’s monograph.” The sirqutu order comprised two 
classes, free persons and slaves. The distinguishing mark of 
the latter was a star, the symbol of Ishtar, branded or tattooed 
on the wrist of both the male and the female members.” When 
no work could be found for them in the temple, the corpora- 
tion leased them to private individuals. Sometimes the city 
authorities or the palace would lay claim to their service, and 
they performed various state tasks.” They were housed in 
special quarters and were supervised in their work by a ‘head’ 
szVqtt.” A sirqu could marry a free person who was not a 
member of the order, but the children bom of such a mar- 
riage, irrespective of whether the father or the mother was a 
sirqu, legally belonged to the temple and were considered 
members of the order.” The sirqu were in fact a hereditary 
caste of slaves. Slaves in Babylonia — ^no matter whence they 
originally came, whether they were prisoners of war, default- 
ing debtors, or even born into slavery — could escape from 
their status and free themselves from chattelhood by three 
means: they could buy their freedom with their peculium; 
they could be ransomed by their kin ; or they could be adopted 
by their master. These avenues were closed to the temple 
slaves. The caste character of the temple slaves was especially 
emphasized in the case of children bora of a marriage be- 
tween a sirqu and a free woman, or between a female sirqu 
and a free man. According to the Hammurabi Code children 
bom of a union between a free woman and a slave, or between 
a freeman and his female slave, were free.” These laws did not 
apply to the children of the sirqutu slaves of either sex. Even 
the third generation of a sirqu who had married a free 
woman was claimed by the temple as its legal property." The 
treatment accorded to the temple slaves was, by the very 
nature of the temple organization, more severe and exacting 
than that accorded to their brothers owned by private persons. 
The number of slaves in a private household or in a private 
manufacturing establishment was small, and as a result 
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master and slave worked shoulder to shoulder, and the latter 
was often treated as a member of the family. A different situ- 
ation prevailed in the temple. The slaves were housed in sep- 
arate quarters, divided into gangs, and went out to perform 
their arduous tasks under the strict supervision of overseers. 
Their movements were under rigorous control, and infringe- 
ments of any kind were severely punished.” The mistreatment 
of the temple slaves is reflected in the very large number of 
fugitives from their ranks.” 

The Palestinian temple slaves, the netintm, are first men- 
tioned in the postexilic period when they returned to Palestine 
from Babylonia with Zerubbabel and Ezra." Their origin is 
traced back to Moses, Joshua, and David, who had donated 
them to the temple service.” The contention that the Palestin- 
ian temple slaves were all of foreign origin seems untenable, 
although supported by Biblical" and Talmudic references." It 
is true that the Mesopotamian temple slaves were recruited 
primarily from prisoners of war, but also natives, slaves and 
freeborn persons, were often donated to the temples. This 
practice may also have been in vogue in Palestine. The dedica- 
tion of young Samuel to the sanctuary of Shilo" and the refer- 
ence in Isaiah 44:5 to people, ‘who inscribe their hands to 
Yahweh’ (i.e. tattoo their wrists with the name of Yahweh as 
a symbol of consecration), prove that the custom of dedicat- 
ing freeborn persons to sanctuaries was known and practiced 
also in Palestine. It may therefore be assumed that Hebrew 
slaves as well as Hebrew freeborn persons were consecrated 
in like manner. Dougherty, in his above-mentioned mono- 
graph," calls attention to the remarkable similarity in func- 
tion and in legal status between the Neo-Babylonian sirqutu 
order and the Biblical netintm. Like their counterpart in 
Babylonia, the netintm were housed in separate quarters and 
worked under the direction of overseers." They could marry 
outside their class, but the children born of such a marriage, 
even though the mother was free, were regarded as netintm 
and were claimed by the temple as slaves." Thus like the sirqu 
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in Neo-Babylonia, the netinim in Palestine constituted a 
hereditary caste of temple slaves. 

While the number of slaves in the Babylonian temples was 
very large, their importance in the temple economy must not 
be overestimated. In its two main branches of activity, agri- 
culture and industry, the temple employed mostly freeborn 
people and not slaves. The lands were cultivated by freeborn 
tenants, and freeborn artisans worked in the shops. The slaves 
were employed in gardens, in fields, on threshing floors, in 
breweries, in bakeries, and in all sorts of menial work." Very 
few, and these mostly women, were engaged in the semi- 
skilled weaving industry." In the Neo-Babylonian period the 
number of skilled slaves in private ownership increased con- 
siderably over that of the earlier periods, and we find a par- 
allel shift in the temples. As before, the great majority of the 
temple slaves were employed in manual tasks, but some, who 
either were skilled artisans before entering the temple or were 
taught a trade there, were engaged in trades. We find among 
them bakers,”" fowlers,*'" goldsmiths,*"" and weavers.’" From 
one document dated in the reign of Cyrus, we learn that a man 
and his wife gave their young slave to a master dyer for six 
years to learn the trade, after which time he was to be pre- 
sented as a gift to the temple of Shamash.*" 

3. Slaves in Agriculture 

Unlike Egypt where the land, theoretically at least, be- 
longed to the crown, private and at certain periods communal 
ownership of land was the rule in the Sumero-Semitic coun- 
tries of the Ancient Near East. The famous case of the Israel- 
ite farmer Naboth, who chose to die rather than sell his 
ancestral land property to King Ahab, was indicative of the 
attitude of all the peasantry in the Ancient Near East. So 
deep-rooted and so integral a part of the economic and social 
fabric of these peoples was private ownership of land, that 
even the mighty and all powerful Oriental kings could not 
override it with impunity. Sumerian kings, when they wished 
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to enlarge their private landholdings, purchased the required 
land from its rightful individual or communal owner. This 
was done by Eannatum,'® ensi of Lagash, and by King Man- 
ishtusu of the mighty dynasty of Accad."" Sargon II of As- 
syria tells us in one of his inscriptions that he had bought the 
land for his new capital at Dur Sharrukin from its owners and 
paid them for it with money. Those who had refused payment 
received land in near-by territory in exchange.'” Private own- 
ership of land in Nuzi in the Hurrian period was so fully es- 
tablished that the sale of real estate was virtually forbidden 
by law. This law, promulgated to safeguard the ancestral 
property of the small farmers, was, however, violated by the 
big landowners by the ingenious device of ‘adoption.’ The de- 
faulting debtor or seller ‘adopted’ the creditor, or purchaser, 
as his ‘son’ and handed over to him the land as his inherit- 
ance.'*" Our main sources for the study of the economic and 
social conditions of Palestine and Syria in the Middle Bronze 
Age are the stories of the patriarchs preserved in the Book of 
Genesis and the El-Amarna letters. These sources show clear- 
ly that private ownership of land was the prevailing mode of 
the period. Abraham bought a parcel of land from the Heb- 
ronite Efron. The land purchased was carefully delineated, its 
borders were marked, and the trees on it were numbered. The 
transaction was carried out ‘at the gate of the city’ and in the 
presence of witnesses who signed the deed."* The legal termi- 
nology employed in the wording of the contract leaves no 
doubt that the recorded sale was no exception and that pri- 
vate ownership of land and the right to dispose of it was the 
rule in the country at that time. Also, Jacob bought a parcel 
of land in the city of Shechem for one hundred qesitdh.^ In 
his letters Rib-Addi of Byblos mentions several times the 
awllut hups^ who, because of adverse circumstances, were 
forced to sell ‘the wood of their houses, and their sons and 
daughters in order to procure food for themselves.’ From the 
content of these letters it is clear that the awllut hupsi were 
tenant-farmers who also possessed small parcels of land of 
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their 0Avn.“ Though the awUut hupsi are not mentioned in the 
letters from Palestine, it is evident that the economic and 
social conditions in Palestine did not differ substantially from 
those in Byblos and, as was the case in the patriarchal age, 
private ownership of land was also the rule in Palestine in the 
El-Amama period.” Some Old Testament scholars are of the 
opinion that alongside private property there existed also 
communal ownership of arable land in Palestine during the 
Israelite period.” A careful perusal of the facts, however, will 
show that there is no valid basis for such a contention. The 
Israelites, like many another barbaric tribe who in the course 
of history conquered a civilized country, did not create a new 
economy in Palestine. They adjusted themselves to the condi- 
tions prevailing in the newly acquired country and took over, 
along with other aspects of the Canaanite civilization, the sys- 
tem of private ownership of land. The Book of Exodus, which 
reflects the agricultural mode of life, speaks only of private 
ownership of land : Tf a man cause a field or a vineyard to be 
burnt, and let the burning spread, and it bum in another 
man's field, of the best of his own field, and of the best of his 
own vineyard, shall he make restitution.’” Private persons as 
well as kings enlarged their holdings by purchase. David 
bought a threshing floor from Arawnah for fifty shekels of 
silver.” Omri bought the hill of Shomron from its owner, 
Shemer, for the large sum of two talents of silver.” Ahab 
made a proposal to Naboth to purchase his vineyard,” and 
when Hanamel found himself in financial difiSculties, his kin, 
Jeremiah, bought from him a parcel of land for the sum of 
seventeen shekels of silver.” Under the monarchy we find not 
only a constant accumulation of large landholdings in the 
hands of rich individuals but also a hitherto unknown aspect 
of landholding, namely, absentee ownership. Absalom pos- 
sessed large tracts of land in Ba'al Hasor north of Bethel,” 
and Joab, who hailed from Judea, possessed land in Ephraim 
near the estate of Absalom.” 

From documentary evidence and archaeological discoveries 
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in Babylonia, Assyria, Syria, and Palestine we know that al- 
though large tracts of land were in the possession of the 
crown, the temple, and the aristocracy, the remaining land, 
and by no means a small proportion of the whole, belonged to 
the common people. The Ancient Near Eastern peasants were 
a hard-working and thrifty people. The whole family worked 
on the land, which was the sole provider for its material exist- 
ence. Since the landed property of the average farmer was 
small and his family large, there was no great need for outside 
help in the form of hired laborers or slaves; the peasant 
household was self-sufficient. While this was the case of the 
average small-scale farmer, the situation in regard to outside 
help of the wealthy landowner and the aristocracy was, of 
course, radically different. Their large estates had to be 
worked and supervised, if not also managed, by hired help. 
This help, however, was only to a very small degree drawn 
from the ranks of hired agricultural laborers and slaves. It 
came primarily and overwhelmingly from the ranks of the 
dispossessed peasantry in the form of agricultural tenancy. It 
was this class of freeborn tenant-farmers or share croppers, 
known under the various names of muskenu in Ancient Baby- 
lonia, ikkdrdti in Neo-Babylonia, Assyria and Nuzi, ’ikkdrim 
in Palestine, and hupsu and mskbm in SsTia,”* that was the 
mainstay and foundation of Near Eastern agriculture. Instead 
of buying, maintaining, and guarding considerable numbers 
of unruly slaves, the great landowners (and to a degree even 
the temple and the king) preferred to lease parcels of their 
land to freeborn tenant-farmers. These tenant-farmers re- 
ceived seed, animals, and implements for the cultivation of the 
land, mostly in the form of non-interest bearing loans from 
the landlords, who in turn received a definite ratio of the 
produce at the end of the harvest.’® This system of working 
the large estates proved both profitable and safe for the own- 
ers. In the Neo-Babylonian period even slaves who lived out- 
side their masters’ households and conducted businesses of 
their own availed themselves of this widespread custom of 
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land leasing, and they often appear in the documents as ten- 
ant-farmers leasing land either directly from their own 
masters or from strangers.^* 

The situation was somewhat different in Late Assyria. 
Here we have a large class of agricultural slaves who were 
attached to the land owned by private landlords. Their num- 
ber, in relation to that in Ancient and Neo-Babylonia, was. 
considerable, averaging from five to ten and even more on 
individual farms.'” These agricultural slaves, some of whom 
even possessed small parcels of land and cattle of their own, 
have been compared to the glebae adscripti (‘bound to the 
soil’) of Ancient Rome. These slaves were usually sold with 
the land on which they were settled. The preamble of such a 
sale document reads : ‘X measures of land together with the 
people iadi nlse\ on it, sold,’ or ‘Seal of X, the owner of the 
fields, people, fowl, sold.’*” In discussing the status of these 
agricultural slaves Kohler and Ungnad remark: ‘Die Land- 
wirtschaftlichen Sklaven sind wohl meist Horige, die auf dem 
Felde sitzen und ihre entsprechenden Grundzinsen zahlen ; sie 
sind glebae adscripti, haften an der Scholle, geniessen aber im 
ubrigen wohl eine ziemlich freie Stellung."” The legal term 
Horige, ‘serfs,’ which the authors apply to these slaves, is 
hardly correct. A serf is a person whose movements are re- 
stricted to the place to which he is attached, that is, he is 
bound to the soil and cannot leave it, but otherwise he is a free 
person, the legal possessor of his personal property and of his 
body. He is half free and half slave. It was not so in the 
case of these people. They were slaves pure and simple, slaves 
engaged in agricultural work who could be sold and disposed 
of as their owners saw fit. It is true that some of them pos- 
sessed their own parcels of land, livestock, and even servi 
vicarii, but this was not extraordinary, for the city slaves also 
possessed their peculium. That these agricultural slaves were 
indeed treated on a par with other slaves is proved by the fact 
that in one document dealing with the sale of houses, fields, 
and ‘the people on it,’ the usual slave guaranty formula 
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against epilepsy and reclamation is given by the seller to the 
purchaser.^ We have many cases of sales of large families by 
individual owners. It does not seem likely that all of these 
were city slaves. Some of them were undoubtedly engaged in 
agricultural work but were sold without the land.’® In view of 
these facts we may say that economically and perhaps also 
socially the life of the Late Assyrian agricultural slaves re- 
sembled that of the Roman glebae adscripti, but legally they 
still remained slaves with all the disadvantages attached to 
unfree persons. The fact that they were in most cases sold 
with the land on which they worked did not change their 
status. For when an absentee owner sold his farm with its 
implements, livestock, and houses, it was quite natural that 
he should include in the sale also its unfree laborers for whom 
he no longer had any use. 

We have evidence of the existence of a large class of land- 
less people in Syria and Palestine both in the El-Amarna and 
in the Israelite periods, but we have no references to the 
existence of a large agricultural slave population. Only a small 
percentage of these dispossessed farmers migrated to the 
cities; the majority remained in their agricultural commu- 
nities and became tenants on the land that had formerly been 
theirs. Thus, the situation in Syria and Palestine did not 
differ fundamentally from that in Babylonia. The circum- 
stances which led to the creation of an agricultural slave 
population in Rome, namely, the concentration of vast lands 
in the hands of a few landowners and the existence of large 
numbers of foreign slaves, were absent in the Ancient Near 
East. To be sure, there was a large class of wealthy land- 
owners on the one hand, and even a much larger class of land- 
less people on the other hand, but the former did not create 
large latifundia and the latter were not forced into servitude. 
The dispossessed peasants remained on the land as tenants; 
hardworking and poverty-stricken share croppers they were, 
but not slaves. We thus reach the conclusion that although the 
more prosperous farmers, like the upper middle class in the 
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cities, owned slaves who were employed on the land, slave 
labor was not a decisive factor in the agricultural life of the 
Ancient Near East. 

4. Slaves in Industry 

We have seen in the previous paragraph that unfree labor 
played a minor role in the field of agriculture ; this conclusion 
is also valid, and perhaps even more so, in the field of skilled 
craftsmanship. The equivalent of the freeborn tenant-farmer 
in agriculture was the freeborn ‘hired laborer’ (the agru^ in 
Babylonia and the sekhir yom, in Palestine) in industry, and, 
like the former, the latter was recruited chiefly from the 
ranks of the dispossessed peasantry. In the earliest documents 
from Babylonia we already find references to free workers 
and slaves working shoulder to shoulder in royal factories, in 
temple establishments, and in private industries. These slaves 
were unskilled laborers, and on the basis of documentary evi- 
dence from the Third Dynasty of Ur down to the Greek 
period, it is clear that these industrial slaves, though at times 
very numerous, were never able to supplant free labor even in 
the unskilled fields. This fact was equally true, though to a 
lesser degree, in the highly organized and efficiently conducted 
temple and state factories, though the temple and the king had 
large numbers of slaves at their disposal. Competition be- 
tween free and unfree labor was certainly strong, particularly 
in the Late Assyrian and in the Neo-Babylonian periods, for 
the hired slave worked for lower wages than the freeman.”* 
But the former class was in no period sufficiently numerous to 
replace the latter. Meissner’s view that the slaves in Neo- 
Babylonia not only replaced free labor but were also respons- 
ible for the disappearance of the middle class”* is not sup- 
ported by the facts, for there had always been a numerous 
and even an organized free laboring class in the Ancient Near 
East.”* The disproportion between free and slave labor was 
even more pronounced in the field of skilled craftsmanship. 
Our task is therefore, first, to ascertain the proportion of 
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skilled slaves to skilled freemen and, secondly, to inquire 
whether the former’s role was decisive or negligible in the 
industrial life of the Ancient Near East. 

In Ancient Babylonia we have several references to weav- 
ers and one to a bleacher who were slaves. The weavers were 
all women“* and the bleacher (asldku) was a man.“° Though 
weaving may not have been considered a highly skilled pro- 
fession, since most of the Babylonian ladies wove their own 
clothing, it was still a craft requiring some training and effi- 
ciency; and the fact that the documents mention that the 
women sold were weavers prove that weaving was regarded 
as a trade. Indeed, in one document a merchant ordered his 
agent to buy a certain female slave only if she was ‘a house- 
born and a weaver.”” Highly as the weaving trade may have 
been valued, simple weaving could be learned in every house- 
hold and did not require a long period of apprenticeship under 
the direction of a master craftsman.’*' The case of the bleacher, 
however, was different. Where did he learn his trade? It is 
quite possible that this bleacher was originally a freeman who 
had learned the trade in his youth and was later sold into 
slavery.’” It is, however, more likely that he was bom into 
slavery and that his owner sent him to a master bleacher to 
learn the trade. The existence of the apprenticeship institution 
in Ancient Babylonia is known to us from the Hammurabi 
Code, paragraphs 188-9.“* In the Neo-Babylonian period many 
an owner sent his young slaves to learn a trade, and it may 
safely be assumed that this was the case also in Ancient Baby- 
lonia. Indeed, we have one reference to a slave apprentice in 
the Hammurabi period. The well-known merchant, landowner, 
and slave holder Balmunamhe sent one of his slaves to a potter 
in order to leam the trade.’" 

In Neo-Babylonia the references to privately-owned skilled 
slaves are more numerous than in early Babylonia, which 
means that there must have been more skilled slaves in the 
later than in the earlier period. This inference is based not 
alone on the fact of more frequent references to them but pri- 
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marily on the extension of industry and international com- 
merce in the Chaldean, Persian, and Greek periods, which 
quite naturally resulted in the increase of the number of 
skilled craftsmen among both the free and unfree of the 
country’s working population. The trades represented are 
weavers,’" leather workers,’" gem-cutters, dyers,’“ fullers,’" 
and bakers.’" Some of the slave owners sought to take advan- 
tage of the high wages paid to skilled workers and therefore 
sent their young slaves to learn a trade. This procedure is 
known to us from a small group of slave apprenticeship con- 
tracts from the Persian period. An apprenticeship contract 
dated in the reign of Cyrus provides that the young slave 
should remain in the house of his master craftsman for five 
years. The latter was to teach him ‘the complete weaver’s 
trade’ (is-pa-ru-tu gab-bi u-lam-mad-su) . The owner was to 
provide the slave with food and clothing during the appren- 
ticeship period. Should the master fail to teach him the trade 
and instead put him to other work, he shall pay six sila barley 
per day, the slave’s wages (mandattu), to the owner.’" In an- 
other document, also dated in the reign of Cyrus, a slave was 
given to a master craftsman for six years to learn ‘the com- 
plete trade of a dyer’ (pu-sa-am-mu-u-tu qa-tu-u u-lam-mad- 
su) . In case he does not teach him the trade, the master shall 
pay three slla barley per day, the slave’s wages, to the owner. 
On the other hand, should the slave learn the trade within the 
specified time, the owner promised to present the master with 
a bonus consisting of one garment and four shekels of silver.’*® 
Again, another document of the same time provides that the 
young slave should remain with his master for four years in 
order to learn ‘the trade of cutting gems’ (pur-kul-u-tu qa-ti- 
ti u-lam-mad-su) ; the owner will provide the slave with 
clothing (and food). If the slave is not taught the trade, the 
craftsman shall pay a fine of twenty shekels of silver. If he 
does teach him the trade within the period agreed upon (the 
master craftsman will receive a gift).’*® It is interesting to 
note that the master craftsman himself was the slave of Cam- 
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byses, the crown prince. According to still another document 
of the time of Cyrus, a slave was sent to learn the baker’s 
trade ; fifteen months was the period of apprenticeship. With- 
in this time the master was to teach him ‘the complete baker’s 
trade’ {MU-u-tu qa-ti-ti u-lam-mad-su) . In case he does not 
teach him the trade, the master must pay the slave tax to the 
owner. As in the case mentioned above, the master baker was 
a slave himself."” In an apprenticeship document dated in the 
reign of Cambyses, a slave was sent to a craftsman to learn 
‘the complete fuller’s trade’ {qd-si-ru-tu qa-ti-ti u-lam-mad-su ) . 
The apprenticeship period was two years and three months."" 
In a document dated in the reign of Darius, a slave was sent 
to a master craftsman to learn ‘the complete trade of leather 
workers’ (askdpu-u-tu qa-ti-ti u-lam-mad-su). Instead of pro- 
viding food and clothing for the slave during the years of his 
apprenticeship, the owner paid a yearly sum of money to the 
master for the slave’s upkeep."” 

The trades represented in the Middle and Late Assyrian 
documents are: weavers,"” fullers, “* bleachers,’" makers of 
headgear,’" goldsmiths,"’ plowmen,’" and gardeners."* We pos- 
sess no apprenticeship documents from the Late Assyrian 
period. It is, however, very likely that the methods employed 
in Neo-Babylonia were also practiced in Assyria. From one 
document we learn that a weaver sold his slave who was an 
ispdr birme ‘a weaver of colored yarn.”" This slave learned 
the trade of weaving in his master’s house. This was surely 
the case with other slaves in the Late Assyrian period. Many 
of them learned a trade in their owner’s house or were sent to 
a master craftsman for that purpose. 

When we consider the large number of slaves in the 
Neo-Babylonian and Late- Assyrian periods, it is amazing 
to find that a very small percentage of them were em- 
ployed in the skilled fields of industry. Even in the royal and 
temple factories that were run mostly by unfree labor, the 
number of skilled slaves was very small and both institutions 
were forced, when large projects were undertaken, to hire 
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skilled labor in the open market. This situation was dramati- 
cally accentuated in a strike conducted by free stonecutters in 
the Neo-Babylonian period. The stonecutters, hired by a gov- 
ernment official to perform a certain task at a temple, went 
on strike because they were not paid their wages for two 
months in succession : ‘But the men are not pleased and con- 
sequently will not do the king’s work. . . . All the masons have 
spoken violently saying “we are afflicted, for none has paid us 
for the months of Sivan and Tammuz”.”“ Both the king and 
the temple were evidently unable to supplant the striking 
stonecutters with skilled temple or palace slaves. Unskilled 
labor in the Ancient Near East undoubtedly felt keenly the 
competition of slave labor; skilled labor, however, suffered 
little from this competition. Babylonian and Assyrian crafts- 
manship was a product of free labor. The role played by 
skilled slaves in the industries of these countries was very in- 
significant indeed. The reasons for this phenomenon are not 
far to seek. They may be outlined as follows: (1) the appren- 
ticeship period lasted from two to six years, a period during 
which not only did the slave not bring in any profit, but the 
owner had to spend money for his upkeep; (2) the number of 
slaves in well-to-do families averaged from one to three, and 
therefore only a few of them could be spared to be used as an 
investment with a view to future returns; and finally, (3) 
since there were few slave artisans and their wages were but 
little less than those paid to free artisans, the employers pre- 
ferred free craftsmen to slave craftsmen because slaves could 
not be trusted to operate with expensive tools, even when they 
possessed the skill to handle them. 

Palestine neither possessed raw materials nor was its soil 
fertile enough to produce great quantities of agricultural 
products for export in exchange for raw material.’” As a re- 
sult no great industries ever developed in the country. There 
were, of course, small industrial centers producing for local 
needs such as potteries and textile establishments. But as the 
Tell Beit Mirsim excavations have demonstrated, the textile 
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industry was manned by the freeborn local inhabitants.’® The 
only big industry ever to develop in Palestine was the mining 
industry in the ‘Arabah under Solomon. There large numbers 
of slaves were employed, but mining is the ‘ideal’ field for 
slave labor, for it requires neither skill nor the ability to 
handle delicate and costly tools. Some slaves might have been 
engaged in the household industries, but we have no evidence 
to prove it. The typical Near Eastern craftsman was a free- 
born man who possessed his own tools and worked for a defi- 
nite period, be it a day, a month, or a season, in the house of 
his employer. In general, then, the conclusion reached in re- 
gard to the role played by the Babylonian and Assyrian slaves 
in industry is also valid for Palestine ; Palestinian craftsman- 
ship was the product of free labor. 

5. Price and Number of Slaves 

The average price paid for a slave in the period of the 
Dynasty of Accad was from 10 to 15 shekels of silver.’** Dur- 
ing the period of the Third Dynasty of Ur, the prices were 
approximately the same, the lowest recorded being 2 and 3 
shekels,’® and the highest, 43 shekels.’® The Hammurabi Code 
estimated the mean value of a slave, male or female, as 20 
shekels of silver,’" the same price as that of an ox.’® The low- 
est prices recorded for a male slave at this period were 6 and 
10 shekels,’* and the highest 90 shekels;’™ the lowest price 
mentioned for a female slave was 3-5/6 shekels,’” and the 
highest prices were 58, 65, and 84 shekels of silver.’™ It is of 
interest to note that the sum of 20 shekels is often given as a 
standard price for a hired slave w^ho might run away from his 
employer or be killed in his service.”* In the Neo-Babylonian 
period the price of a slave (as of most other commodities) 
had more than doubled. The mean price of a male slave was 50 
shekels and that of a female slave somewhat less. The average 
price in the Persian period was still higher, 90 to 120 for a 
male slave and 60 to 90 shekels for a female slave ;”* the high- 
est price recorded for a male slave was the enormous sum of 
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250 shekels,^™ and for a female slave, 172 shekels of silver."' 
The average price of a male slave in Late Assyria was 50 to 
60 shekels and that of a female slave 40 shekels."" The stand- 
ard price for a skilled slave seems to have been 90 shekels,"' 
and the highest price recorded for a female slave was 120 
shekels."" In Nuzi the average price for a male or female slave 
was 30 shekels of silver."" The mean price for a slave in Ugarit 
(Syria in the fourteenth century B.c.) seems to have been 40 
shekels of silver,"*" and in Palestine 30 shekels of silver."® 
Quotations of prices paid for slaves in the various periods 
of Mesopotamian history are of value only if we consider 
what the shekel could buy at a given period and place and the 
relation of that price to wages paid to free laborers. It should, 
of course, be remembered that many slaves, particularly fe- 
male slaves, were employed as house servants and not as in- 
dustrial or agricultural laborers, and the prices paid for them 
bear small relation to wages paid in the open market. Still, 
such a comparison would greatly help in providing an answer 
to the question whether slavery was economically profitable or 
not. The average wage paid to a hired laborer in the Hammu- 
rabi period was 6 shekels of silver a year."" While he was at 
work, his employer had to provide him with food and clothing 
which amounted to about 10 shekels a year."" Since the slave 
was also fed and clothed, this expense of food and clothing 
cannot be taken into consideration. Now, if the average price 
of a slave was about 20 shekels, then his price was the equiva- 
lent of three to four years’ wages of a hired laborer. Consider- 
ing that the slave had to be taken care of when sick, in old 
age, and in slack times, it would appear that it was cheaper to 
hire help on a monthly or seasonal basis than to own a slave. 
It is diflicult to estimate the average wage paid to a hired 
freeborn worker in the Chaldean and in the Persian periods. 
The range was from as low as 3,"® 4,"“ to 24"" and 36 shekels a 
year."® It may, however, be assumed that the average wage 
of this period was 12 shekels of silver per year."® Now, if we 
take the average price of a slave of that period to have been 
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60 shekels, then the price of a slave was the equivalent of 
about five years’ wages paid to a hired worker. Thus, the price 
of a slave in the Chaldean and in the Persian periods was 
even higher than before and economically it was less advan- 
tageous to own one than in Ancient Babylonia. The Late As- 
syrian documents give no clear picture of the rate of wages 
paid at that period for hired labor. 

The conclusion reached in the preceding paragraph that, 
with the exception of domestic help, it was cheaper even for 
the small landowner to hire free laborers for the harvest than 
to own slaves is confirmed by a consideration of the number 
of slaves in the possession of private individuals throughout 
the long history of Ancient Mesopotamia. According to the 
available data, the wealthy Sumerian family owned one or 
two slaves. This average was also maintained in the period of 
the First Dynasty of Babylon, although the households of the 
very rich landowners, merchants, and state officials show, 
comparatively speaking, larger numbers of slaves in their 
possession. We find as many as 20 in one household,”” and in 
another even 26 slaves.”' We find some receiving as part of 
their inheritance 4,”’ 5,'” and 7 slaves.”* On the other hand, 
however, there were many estates without any slaves at all. 
The average number of slaves in a well-to-do family in Neo- 
Babylonia was 2 or 3, although 4 and 5 slaves in one family 
are frequently mentioned, and wealthy fathers often gave 3, 
4, and 5 slaves to their daughters as part of their dowry.'® 
Again, as in Ancient Babylonia, there were exceptions. We 
find people possessing as many as 11,'® 25,'”' more than 100,'® 
and even 118 slaves.'® The number of slaves per family in the 
Late Assyrian period was relatively larger than that in Neo- 
Babylonia. We find sales of whole families consisting of 5,“” 
6,*' 7 = 0 . ^5 = 0 , 20;“” and slave 

families sold with the land on which they were settled consist- 
ing of 9,"” 10,“ 11,“ 17,“ 27,“ 30,“ and 31 slaves."” Still, the 
average number was probably not more than three to four in 
the city and between five and eight in the country."' The oc- 
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currence of large numbers of slaves in one household or coun- 
try estate was an exception and was primarily due to the in- 
cessant imperialistic wars which brought large numbers of 
captives to Assyria and to the accumulation of wealth among 
the upper classes. The average number of slaves in a well-to-do 
family in Nuzi was probably two or three. There are not suf- 
ficient data at hand to estimate the average number of slaves 
in Israelite Palestine. The wealthy class in the big cities must 
have possessed relatively large numbers of household slaves, 
but along the countryside there were probably very few of 
them." 



Conclusion 


Though this study embraces a period of more than two mil- 
lennia and includes the slave systems of many peoples and 
countries, the slave institutions of the Near East show a sur- 
prising similarity in regard to origin, function, and character. 
The reason for this phenomenon is not far to seek. Slavery 
was a part of an economic pattern which remained constant 
through the ages. Peoples came and went, civilizations arose 
and disappeared, but the economic foundation — ^private own- 
ership of land, intensive agriculture, small-scale shop indus- 
try, and primitive techniques — remained and underwent al- 
most no change at all. This situation produced a type of slavery 
that differed greatly from those in classical civilization and in 
America. With the exception of the state and the temple 
slaves, the proportion of the unfree population in every coun- 
try and at almost any time was insignificant in relation to the 
free population. The number of slaves owned by private per- 
sons averaged from one to four. And it was for this reason 
that we often hear of individual escapes but never of organ- 
ized slave revolts. The factors making for slave revolts — lati- 
fundia and mining industries where masses of slaves are em- 
ployed — were nonexistent in the Near East. There were, to be 
sure, large landowners, but they preferred the system of ten- 
ancy to the employment of slaves. The same was true of the 
small shopowners, who preferred the free craftsman and even 
the free unskilled laborer. In both cases the employers did not 
desire slaves because they were too expensive. This does not 
mean that slave labor was not used in agriculture and indus- 
try. It was used in both fields, but it was of no great weight. 
On the whole, slaves were used primarily in domestic service. 
The basis of Near Eastern society was the free tenant-farmer 


121 



122 


SLAVERY IN THE NEAR EAST 


and share cropper in agriculture and the free artisan and day 
laborer in industry. 

The legal and social status of the slave was a direct result 
of his economic role as a household servant. From a legal 
point of view, the slave was a chattel. He was bought and 
sold, leased and exchanged, and some were even branded or 
tattooed. But the harsh legal regulations were mitigated by 
certain social circumstances, for the slave was after all a 
human being, albeit ‘a man without a name.’ The slave was 
generally of the same ‘race,’ color, speech, and religion as his 
master. Furthermore, the great majority of the slaves was 
not even of foreign birth, but came from the ranks of the de- 
faulting debtors, originally free members of the same com- 
munity. In forming an opinion of the character of Ancient 
Near Eastern slavery we must keep in mind two factors that 
caused the system to operate on a level quite different from 
the institutions of slavery in Rome and in America: (1) slav- 
ery was chiefly the result of poverty; and (2) the slave lived 
and toiled shoulder to shoulder with his master in the field 
and shop. As a consequence the transition from freedom to’ 
slavery and vice versa was fluid. A man could be sold into 
slavery one day and freed the next day, and, once freed, all 
ties with his former master were cut off. 

The recognition that the slave, though legally a chattel, 
was a human being and that as such he possessed certain in- 
alienable rights found its expression also in the law codes. 
’The Hammurabi Code recognized as legally binding a mar- 
riage contracted between a slave and a freeborn woman, and 
although legally the slave with all his possessions was the 
property of his master, the children born of such a marriage 
were free (paragraph 175), and the children bom of a union 
between a master and his female slave were freed after the 
father’s death (paragraph 171). TTie conception that the slave 
was a person half free and half slave" is reflected in the fact 
that a master could not kill his slave with impunity. Though 
it is nowhere stated specifically in the Babylonian legal litera- 
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ture, it is evident from paragraph 282 of the Hammurabi 
Code. This law states that when an unfree person denies his 
slave status he shall have his ear cut off by his master. If the 
slave were really considered to be a chattel, the state would 
not dictate to the master the manner of punishment ; it would 
leave it to the owner to deal with his property as he saw fit. 
The Biblical slave legislation is explicit, though not explicit 
enough, in this case. The deliberate killing of a slave by his 
master is a crime and punishable by law (Ex. 21 :20) . 

What was the attitude of religion and of enlightened pub- 
lic opinion toward slavery? Nowhere in the vast religious lit- 
erature of the Sumero-Accadian world is a protest raised 
against the institution of slavery, nor is there anywhere an 
expression of the mildest sympathy for the victims of this 
system. Slavery was simply taken for granted. The Old Testa- 
ment justifies perpetual slavery of Canaanites, but demands 
the release of the Hebrew defaulting debtor in the seventh 
year and of those who sold themselves, or were sold, in the 
year of the jubilee. In the first case, i.e. the release of the 
debtor-slave after a limited term of service, the Hebrew law 
has its parallel in the Hammurabi Code, which also demands 
the release of the debtor-slave. But in the second case, where 
release is demanded even of those who sold themselves into 
slavery, we have for the first time an open denial of the right 
of man to own man in perpetuity. This denial of the right of 
possession of man by man in perpetuity is as yet restricted to 
Hebrews only (cf. Neh. 5:8), but it is a step which no other 
religion had taken before. The first man in the Ancient Near 
East who raised his voice in a sweeping condemnation of slav- 
ery as a cruel and inhuman institution, irrespective of nation- 
ality and race, was the philosopher Job. His was a condemna- 
tion based on the moral concept of the inherent brotherhood 
of man, for, 

Did not He that made me in the womb make him [the 
slave] also? 

And did not One fashion us in the womb? 


(Job 31:15) 
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the Persian period cf. StrCamb. 334 (=KB rv p. 293, no. 12) ; for 
Assyria cf. AS pp. 55, 76; for Palestine cf. Dt. 21:10ff., Amos 1:9; for 
Nuzi cf. Nuzi u 179 (=NKD 28), and HSS ix 23 (=Gordon, AnO 12, 
p.24). 

29. Cf. YBT VIII p. 4; HG Vi, p. 87; and Grant, AJSL 34, p. 199iT. 

30. Cf. the business activities of the merchant Ubar-Shamash of 
Larsa in the reign of Rim-Sin. He loaned money: VS Xiii 68, 96a (=HG 
1484, 1481) ; bought slaves: VS Xiii 73, 84a {=HG 1485, 1486) ; bought 
and sold real estate: VS xiii 65a, 75a, 77a, 78, 79a, 81, 88a, 87a, 93a, etc. 
(=HG 1566, 1568, 1613, 1616, 1617, 1656, 1621, 1622, 1609). For As- 
syria see the activities of Rimanni-Adad. He loaned money: ADD 60, 116 
{=AR 153, 320) ; bought and sold slaves: ADD 172, 183, 187, 200, 237, 
247, 258, 266, 270, 322, 424 (=AR 461, 466, 465, 482, 71, 83, 65, 538, 67, 
200, 90) ; bought and sold real estate: ADD 331, 418, 419, 420, 444, 448, 
etc. (=AR 356, 211, 444, 100, 445, 443). 

31. MSL I Tf. 3, col. Ill, 32-7. 

32. StrNbk. 439; for the interpretation of the phrase awa pi kalbi 
nasdqu cf. Oppenheim, BASOR 91 (1943), pp. 36-7. Albright, in a note 
to Oppenheim’s article, ibid. p. 37, calls attention to Psalm 22:21 where 
the same expression occurs: ‘Save my soul from the sword, yehiddti 
[‘my only child’] from the dog[s].’ Interpreted in the light of MSL i Tf. 3, 
col. m, 32-7 and StrNbk. 439, the Biblical expression could mean ‘save 
my child from exposure.’ A priori there could be no objection to assume 
that the custom of exposure of unwanted children was also prevalent in 
Palestine, though there is no proof of this practice. 

33. Cf. David Adoption, p. 15 and Barton, ‘An Important Social Law 
of the Ancient Babylonians,’ AJSL 37, p. 68, lines 11-12. For an adop- 
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tion of a child ‘taken from the street’ in the reign of Cambyses cf. VS vi 
116 (=NRVR 712). 

34. Par. 14; Ex. 21:16; Dt. 24:7. 

35. Transliterated and translated by Langdon, ZA 25, p. 212f. 

36. For this reading cf. Oppenheim, Or^entalia 9, p. 25, no. 47. 

37. For this reading cf. Poebel, ZA 38, p. 82. 

38. See also KTC 291 (=Pelagaud, Babyloniaca 3, p. 103, no. 6). 

39. Cf. San Nieold Sehlussk., p. 97, note 30. 

40. Transliterated and translated by Pelagaud, Babyloniaca 3, p. 106, 
no. 11 ; see also San Nieold Sehlussk., p. 97, note 30. 

41. SAL is not on the tablet. 

42. PA-QAB(!). 

43. Dated in the first year of Shu-Sin. 

44. Transliterated and translated by Pelagaud, Babyloniaca 3, p. 101, 
no. 2. 

45. See also ITT n 830, 925 (=Genouillac, RA 8, pp. 12 and 19, nos. 
11, 16) ; ITT III 5269, 6522; ITT v 6952. 

46. Dated in the tenth year of Rim-Sin. See also YBT v 141; Baby- 
loniaca vn, p. 45f., and VS xin 64a (=HG 1645, 1646). 

47. CT vin 22b (=UAZP 77). 

48. StrNbk. 70 (=Marx, BA IV p. 40). 

49. ADD 86 (=AB43). 

50. ADD 317 (=AR39). 

51. ADD 314 (=AR42). 

52. ADD 201 (=AR38). 

53. ADD 208 (=AR40). 

54. Gadd 52; cf. Koschaker, ZA 41, p. 27. 

55. HSS V 13, 16 (=Gordon, AnO 12, nos. 17, 18, pp. 166-7). 

56. Transliterated and translated by Gordon, Mus6on 48, p. 116, no. 2. 
See also Nuzi i 50 (=NKD 19) ; Nuzi n 120 (=NKD 25). For a discus- 
sion of the Nuzian ‘sale-adoption’ method of movable and immovable 
property cf. Speiser, ‘New Kirkuk Documents Relating to Family Laws,’ 
AASOR 10, p. 13ff.; Koschaker NKR pp. 82-8; and F. R. Steele, Nuzi 
Real Estate Transactions, p. 44ff. 

57. Prostitution as a means of earning a livelihood by unmarried and 
divorced women was a recognized and established institution in the An- 
cient Near East. Though not a very honorable profession, no disgrace 
was attached to the person practicing it. The professional prostitute was 
a free-bom independent woman and the law protected her economic posi- 
tion and regulated her social status in the class pyramid of early Baby- 
lonia. In an adoption document, dated in the reign of Rim-Sin, the 
adopted free-bom girl was to be made a prostitute (kar-kid) and main- 
tain by her earnings her foster father (BE vi* 4) ; in another document, 
dated in the reign of Kurigalzu, in the Cassite period, the adopted gprl 
was either to be given in marriage or made a prostitute (BE Xiv 40). 
The prostitute could marry a free man and assume the right of the first 
or legal wife (cf. Barton, ‘An Important Social Law of the Ancient 
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Babylonians,’ AJSL 37, p. 65, and MSL 1, Tf. 7, col. II, 23ff.). In course 
of time the social and legal status of the prostitute underwent a radical 
change. The Assyrian code treated her socially on a par with the female 
slave and legally as half-free. Like the unmarried temple prostitute 
(qadistu) she had to appear in public with her face unveiled and her 
head uncovered as a sign that she belonged to an inferior and despised 
social class. The degradation of the prostitute to the level of the slave in 
Assyria and in Neo-Babylonia was due to the fact that the majority of 
the prostitutes at that time were female slaves leased by their owners to 
individuals and to public houses. 

58. OHNT 30, 42. 

59. OHNT 23. 

60. Nuzi 751 (=Chiera-Speiser, JAOS 47, p. 42, no. 5). The condi- 
tions of the sale are: A sells his daughter W into daughtership and 
brideship to T who may either take her as a wife for himself or give her 
in marriage to one of his slaves. 

61. HSS IX 145 (=Gordon, AnO 12, p. 177). The conditions of the 
sale are: G sells her daughter H into daughtership and brideship to Hi. 
who may give her as a wife (1) to whomsoever she wishes; (2) to her 
oldest or youngest son; (3) to anyone ‘in the gate’; but (4) cannot sell 
her for wifehood to a slave. 

62. Gadd 35. The conditions of the sale are: M gives his daughter A 
into adoption to W, who may either give her as wife to his son or give 
her in marriage to one in the public market, that is, to a stranger. See 
also HSS V 17, 80 (=Speiser, AASOR 10, nos. 30, 26) ; TCL ix 7. 

63. See note 61. 

64. See note 60. 

65. OHNT 23. The conditions of the sale are: (1) the girl may be 
griven into marriage to a slave; (2) to a talufylu; or (3) be made into a 
prostitute. The provision that the ‘adopted’ girl may be forced into har- 
lotry shows that in some contracts the opposite provision was inserted, 
namely, that the girl could not be forced into prostitution. 

66. The injunction le- ‘am nokhri lo’ yimsol le-mokhrdh which trans- 
lated literally means ‘to an alien people he shall have no power to sell 
her,’ makes no sense. Targum Onkelos renders ‘am nokhri by geber 
aharan ‘to another man,’ and Rashi renders it by aher ‘to another.’ 
Onkelos’ and Rashi’s renderings fit the context admirably and are in 
agreement with the Nuzian practice. 

67. If the term amah in verse 7 be interpreted literally as meaning 
female slave, the whole law of w. 7-11 becomes very perplexing and un- 
intelligible. Surely the law does not contemplate the absurd idea that a 
master should have to marry every female slave in his household or 
marry them off to his sons. In accordance with the Nuzian practice, 
therefore, we take the term amah to convey here the same meaning as 
the Nuzian kalldtu ‘bride,’ that is, the law contemplates a brideship or 
daughter-in-lawship sale. 

68. As is the case in the later slave legislation of Dt. 15:12. 
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69. Cf. Mendelsohn, ‘The Conditional Sale into Slavery of Free-Bom 
Daughters in Nuzi and the Law of Ex. 21:7-11,’ JAOS 55, pp. 190-95. 

70. Cf. notes 58, 59. 

71. The lower part of the tablet is broken off. 

72. See also EG 20 (=HG 1644). 

73. For the meaning of the bukannum phrase cf. chap, ii, note 12. 

74. The document was published by J. Lewy in Archives cTHistoire 
du Droit Oriental i, p. 107. The text reads ina danndtim which Lewy 
takes as a synonym for ina lumni ‘in distress.’ 

75. See also Nuzi V nos. 452-458, 462-463; Nuzi VI 613 (=Lewy, 
HUCAxv.p. 50.) 

76. Nuzi V 456:13-15; see Speiser’s remark in JAOS 47, p. 45, note 
to no. 8. 

77. Cf. Nuzi V 449 cited above; ibid. 452 (=Chiera-Speiser, JAOS 47, 
p. 44f.no. 8), 457, 462. 

78. Nuzi V 463; Nuzi vi 613 (=Lewy, HUCA xv, p. 50). 

79. Cf. Nuzi V 449 (cited above), 452, 457. 

80. The term ‘ebed ‘oldm ‘perpetual slave,’ has its parallel in Neo- 
Babylonian slave sale documents in which the slave is said to be sold 
ana umi sdti ‘for ever.’ 

81. The law of the jubilee was most probably never enforced, cf. 
Encyclopaedia Judaica, ix, p. 496ff. 

82. MSL 1 Tf. 3, col. Ill, 21ff. 

83. MSL I Tf. 7, col. Ill, 23-45. 

84. Paragraphs 185-93. 

85. For an elucidation of the Ancient Babylonian laws and practices 
of adoption cf. David Adoption, and Klima, ‘Zur Entziehung des Erb- 
rechtes im altbabylonischen Recht,’ in Festschrift Paul Koschaker, III, 
pp. 80-93. 

86. For the translation of abbuttum with ‘slave mark' cf. chapter ii, 
paragraph ‘Branding.’ 

87. MSL I Tf. 7, col. Iii, 23-45. 

88. Cf. Meissner BA’ p. 150f. 

89. BE VP 4 (=ibid. p. 38 and HG 781) ; see also YBT Viii 152; EG 
45 (=HG 1421); BE VP 17 (=ibid. p. 27 and HG 14); VS 73 
(=UAZP 9). 

90. VS VIII 127 (=UAZP 8); see also BE Vl” 24 (=UAZP 20), 57 
(=ibid. p. 31) ; CT rv 42a (=UAZP 23) ; TCL i 146 (=UAZP 83) ; 
BAP 95, 96, 97, 98; Warka 94 (=HG 21) ; CT xxxiii pi. 40 (=HG 1426) ; 
R 1. 

91. BE XIV 40 (=HG24). 

92. Cf. San Nicolo, ArO 5, pp. 284-86. 

93. For similar provisions in adoption documents from the non-Sem- 
itic Nuzians cf. Gadd 9, 51; Nuzi 708 (=:Speiser, JAOS 47, p. 40, no. 3) ; 
HSS 1X22 (=NKD 13). 

94. KAJI 1 (=AssR 2) ; see also ibid. 2, 3, 4 (=AssR 5, 4, 6). 

95. KAJI 6 (=AssR 3). 



NOTES 


135 


96. Cf. NRVK 10, note. 

97. Cf. AO 2221 (=AR 41). 

98. Cf. Mendelsohn, JAOS 55, p. 191, note 3. 

99. The thief and the offender were sold into slavery not as a punish- 
ment for the crime committed, but for the failure to pay for the damages 
caused and the fines imposed, cf. CH par. 53-54; Driver-Miles AL parag. 
5; Ex. 22:2. The plight of the debtors in Ancient Babylonia often reached 
such threatening proportions that some kings were forced to declare a 
moratorixun (misdrum) on debts, cf. Koschaker, ZA 43, p. 219f.; ABB 
113; UAZP p. 379, note 7; J. B. Alexander, ‘A Babylonian Year of 
Jubilee?,’ JBL 57, p. 75f. 

100. Par. 86-9. (Deimel edition, par. 3*-4*, p. 21f.). 

101. BAP 10. 

102. VS vin 93-4 (=UAZP 45) ; MSL i Tf. 2, col. i, 20. 

103. Cf. UAZP pp. 65-75. It would seem that each city had its own 
interest rate, cf. MSL i Tf. 2, col. i, 34: si-ib-tu ki-ma (ali) ‘interest 
according to the city rate.’ 

104. For the meaning of malkdnu ‘threshing floor,’ cf. Goetze, AJSL 
52, p. 159. 

105. Cf. Huber, ‘Die altbabylonischen Darlehnstexte aus der Nippur- 
Sammlung in K. 0. Museum,’ in Hilprecht Anniversary Volume, pp. 189- 
222, and Meissner, Warenpreise in Babylonien (Abhand. der Preuss. 
Akad. der Wissen., phU.-hist. Klasse, 1936, no. 1), pp. 7, 29f. 

106. Cf. HR p. 80. 

107. Cf. AR p. 459f. 

108. ADD 32 (=AR 245). 

109. For the rate of interest charged in Middle Assyria cf. Koschaker 
NKR pp. 94-6, and 106, note 2. 

110. Huber, op. cit. p. 202; VS viii 86 (=UAZP 106). 

111. BE IX 6 (=ibid. p. 34, no. 5) . 

112. BE IX 4 (=ibid. p. 33, no. 4) . 

113. ADD 127, 17, 151 (^AR 314, 246, 319). 

114. VS I 99 (=AR271). 

115. The insertion of ilka was kindly suggested to me by Professor 
Speiser. 

116. Cf. Gadd 16; HSS xiii 21:11; etcetera. 

117. Gadd 57, 80, etcetera. 

118. Ex. 22:24; Dt. 23:20; Lev. 25:36-37. 

119. Cf. Ez. 18:8-17, 22:12; Ps. 15:5; Prov. 28:8; Nehem. 5:4ff., and 
see Jer. 15:10: ‘I have neither lent on usury nor have men lent to me on 
usury.’ 

120. Dt. 23:21; see also Ex. 22:24 and Lev. 25:36-37. It would be 
interesting to compare these passages in which the taking of interest 
from foreigners is permitted with the high interest rate charged on loans 
to foreigners in the Semitic colony of Kanish in Cappadocia. It was ob- 
served by F. J. Stephens (Studies of the Cuneiform Tablets from Cap- 
padocia, p. 21) that in those cases where an exhorbitant rate was charged. 
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the borrower bore a non-Semitic name. The high interest may be ex- 
plained by the risk involved in lending money to non-members of the 
community. 

121. Cf. MSL I Tf. 2, col. iv and p. 136f. 

122. Par. 114-19, 151-2; cf. Koschaker BAB pp. 117-36; Koschaker RS 
p. 216; Driver-Miles AL p. 272f. 

123. Driver-Miles AL p. 272fF. 

124. VS vin 26 (=UAZP 64) ; cf. Koschaker BAB p. 20f. 

125. BE XIV 135 (=ibid. p. 37) ; cf. Koschaker BAB p. 65f. and note 
22; for similar cases in the Cassite and in the Persian periods cf. UZDBD 
16; StrCyr. 281 (=BR* p. 76) ; BE ix 57 (=HR 11) ; BE x 10 (=HR 
13) ; see also Koschaker BAB p, 58f. 

126. EG 57 (=HG 1474). 

127. VS xni 96a (=HG 1481). 

128. For the interpretation of paragraphs 117-19 cf. Koschaker BAB 
p. 129if.; Driver-Miles in Stadia et Documenta ad lura Orientis Antiqui 
Pert^nentia, ed. M. David, II, pp. 65-67 ; Th. J. Meek, Journal of Near 
Eastern Studies, vii, pp. 180-83. 

129. UZDBD 116. 

130. BM 84-2-11, 172 (=BR* p. 73f.) ; cf. Koschaker BAB p. 52. 

131. Scheil, RA Xii, pp. 1-13 and SHBD p. 28ff. 

132. StrNbn. 655 (=BR‘ p. 26) ; see also StrNbk. 366 (=BR* p. 12) ; 
Koschaker BAJB p. 47, note 14. 

133. VS VI 187 (=NRVR 341). 

134. For the pledging of wives and children in the Semitic colony of 
Kanish in Cappadocia cf. ARK 14, 15. 

135. KAJI 28 (=AssR 43) ; see also ibid. 70 (=AssR 56). 

136. KAJI 17 (=AssR 13) ; see also ibid. 41, 46, 22 (=AssR 24, 14, 
34). 

137. KAJI 66 (=AssR 55) ; see also ibid. 60, 167 (=AssR 48, 7). 

138. a.Driver -Miles AL pp. 271-290. 

139. Driver-Miles AL parag. 44; cf. Koschaker NKR p. 104, note 2. 

140. For the interpretation of this law cf. Driver-Miles AL pp. 284-90. 

141. ADD 85 (=AR 656). 

142. ADD 86 (=AR 43) ; see also ADD 75, 152 (=AR 652, 653). 

143. For an interpretation of the ditennutu clause in the Nuzian docu- 
ments cf. Koschaker NKR pp. 131-37; F. R. Steele, Nuzi Real Estate 
Transactions, p. 44ff. 

144. Literally: ‘He shall cause himself to go out’ (from the house of 
the creditor) ; see also Nuzi m 309, 317; HSS ix 13 (=NKD 33, 35, 7) ; 
OHNT26; Gadd 32. 

145. OHNT 61, 62 (in both cases a son was given as a ditennutu). 

146. OHNT 27 (son gpven as a ditennutu). 

147. Nuzi III 293 (daughter given as a ditennutu) . 

148. Nuzi ni 304, 306; OHNT 24, 60. 

149. OHNT 28 (daughter) ; 63 (debtor himself) . 
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150. This translation of Md was suggested to the writer by Professor 
Speiser. 

151. Cf. Kosehaker GR p. 90. 

152. OHNT 29. 

153. The text reads serseretu ‘chains.’ 

154. Gadd 54. 

155. OHNT 60; Nuzi m 303 (=Gordon, Museon 48, p. 131, no. 15). 

156. Amos 2:6. 

157. Is. 50:1. 

158. Cf. Job 22:6. 

159. Ex. 21:2-3. 

160. 15:12-18. 

CHAPTER II 

1. T. Jacobsen, Cuneiform Texts in the National Museum, Copen- 
hagen, no. 54, col. I, line 11. 

2. RV 50:1; see also ibid. 51 :1. 

3. RTC 290:2; ITT m 5276. 

4. RISA p. 68, no. 10; Schollmeyer, MAOG 4, p. 191, no. 2:1. 

In the Hammurabi period the generic term for slave wardum, fern. 
amtum (cf. Thureau-Dangin, ArO 1, p. 271), is usually preceded by the 
determinative resu ‘head.’ The general terms for domestics, including male 
and female slaves, are rb&astapiru (BB 69; MSL i, Tf. 2, col. iv, 28; 
StrCamb. 349) and suf^dru, fern. ?uljkrtu (BB 116, 186, 215). The latter 
term, literally ‘young man, boy,’ is also employed in Neo-Babylonia 
(NRVR 18, 19), in Nuzi (HSS ix 13, Nuzi lu 312), and in Palestine (the 
Hebrew equivalent of the Accadian ?ufydru is na‘ar, cf. Gen. 18:7, Judg. 
19:3, 9, etc.). In the Neo-Babylonian period, the old designations a/rdu, 
amtu are employed alongside with qallu, fern, qallatu. The latter are 
often preceded by the determinative amelu ‘man.’ The collective term for 
slaves is amelutu. The Late Assyrian documents employ the term amelu 
‘man,’ nisu ‘people,’ and napsdti ‘souls.’ Additional terms are ameluti sime 
and mare sime ‘purchased people,’ and the collective qinndtu, literally 
‘family, family possession’ (cf. ABL 99, 1287=RCAE 99, 1287; this term 
is also used in Neo-Babylonia, cf. LBL 49). In Nuzi, the Accadian ter- 
minology is used with the addition of two new terms: taluljlu, which 
Speiser renders ‘servants’ (OHNT 10), and Hru, literally ‘flesh, body,’ 
as a designation for slave children. 

The Old Testament terminology consists of three terms: ‘ehed for male 
slave, and amah and sifhdh for female slave, and the descriptive designa- 
tion miqnat kesef ‘bought with silver.’ The Ugaritic terminology is the 
same as that of the Old Testament: ‘bd for male slave, and amt for 
female slave. 

5. RTC 16 (=Langdon, ZA 25, p. 211f.); see also RTC 294 (=Pela- 
gaud, Babyloniaca 3, p. 100, no. 1) . 

6. Followed by the names of the witnesses and the date. A translation 
of the document is gpven ibid. p. 59. 
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7. The text with a summary translation was published by Ungpiad, 
ArO 7, p. 8. 

8. Followed by the names of the witnesses, the seal, and the date: mu 
si-mu-ru-um^^ ha-lyul. 

9. This is followed by the names of the witnesses and the date : itu bil- 
bil-gar u^-12 ba-zal mu lis-so bad-gal nibru^^ ba-du. A translation of the 
text is given ibid. p. 136. 

10. This is followed by a seal, the names of the witnesses, and the 
date : eighth year of Shu-Sin. 

11. This is followed by lugal . . . sabra and the names of the witnesses. 

12. For a discussion of this clause and further references cf. San 
Nicold Schlussk. p. 24, note 44; for a simUar practice in Nuzi cf. Lache- 
man, JBL 66, p. 53f. and OHNT 31, 32; For Palestine cf. Ruth 4:7-8. 

13. Followed by the names of the witnesses. 

14. This document is dated in the tenth month of the eleventh year of 
Rim-Sin, in YBT V 145 (see par. 'Self-Sale' p. 15) dated in the eleventh 
month of the same year, Ishtar-ellati sold herself for a price to the same 
Bahnunamhe. How she could manage within the period of two months to 
be sold and then sell herself is not clear, cf. Lautner AP p. 5f., note 19. 

15. VS vu 50 (=UAZP 84) ; see also TCL 1 156 (=UAZP 85) ; VS v5 
50, 53 (=HG 430, 431) ; CT xxxm 41 (=HG 1642). 

16. Pars. 278-9; for a discussion of these clauses cf. San Nicold 
Schlussk., p. 138if. 

17. The terms 2-7 are found In documents dated in the Persian and 
Greek periods, cf. StrDar. 212; TCL xin 248 (=NBBAD 248) ; VS v 128 
(=NRVR 96) ; VS XV 3. What the nature of the susdnutu, passuru and 
Inzazutu services was is not clear. (Ungnad in his Glossar to NRVR 
translates susdnu ‘Viehwarter’ and passuru ‘Schiissel, Tisch.’) These 
terms expressed certain services unquestionably connected with the 
corvee obligation of the slaves in that period, cf. Koschaker BAB p. 179f. 
and BRVU p. 19f. 

18. San Nicold and Ungpiad in NRVR no. 63, find no satisfactory ex- 
planation for this term and translate put si&i ‘fur einen Andemden(?).’ 
Augapfel in BREAD p. 87, translates it ‘Rebellion’; Deimel §L 3*, p. 326, 
renders it ‘Unordnimg hervorrufen; Rechtsanspruch erheben.’ Since 
pdqirdnu is used in these documents for ‘claimant,’ sihu may perhaps 
mean a claim raised by the slave himself against his forcible transfer to 
a new master, cf. Koschaker BAB p. 177. 

19. This term is also found in documents dated in the Persian period, 
cf. VS V 53, 126 (=NRVR 71, 85); StrCamb. 290. San Nicold and 
Ungnad in NRVR 71 suggest that this term might be the Neo-Babylonian 
equivalent of the Ancient Babylonian teb’Uum ‘inquiry,’ cf. Koschaker 
BAB p. 181 and San Nicold Beitrage p. 209, note 1. 

20. This clause is found in the Persian period. Its legal meaning 
‘cleansing’ is not clear, cf. Koschaker BAB p. 192ff., San Nicold Schlussk. 
pp. 171, note 79, 195, and San Nicold Beitrage p. 208. 
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21. StrNbk. 67 : pu-ut u pa-qir-ra-nu amat-sarru-ti-tu u mar-ba- 

nu-tu S u U na-su-u ‘Responsibility for rebellion, claimant, king’s service, 
and personal freedom S and U (the sellers) bear.’ See also StrNbk. 100; 
StrNbn. 336, 509, 533, etc.; NRB' 19; AENP 95; NRV 19; YBT VI 5, 
207; VS V 30/31 (=NRVR 65), etc. 

22. StrNbk. 346 (=BR‘ p. 5). 

23. UMBS II* 65 (=BRRAD p. 87). 

24. BRM II 2, 10; see also BRM ii 25 (=ibid. no. 8). 

25. TCL xin 248 (=NBBAD 248) ; VS v 128 (=NRVB 96). 

26. UAAMZ nos. 169 and 171 (p. 81fF.), see also no. 100 (p. 85). 

27. ADD 211. Kohler-Ungnad AR 217 regard sibtu bennu as one term 
and accordingly translate ‘fiir Ergriffenwerden von Epilepsie.’ This is 
incorrect. S^^tu represents a different disease and is best translated by 
leprosy, cf. Koschaker BAB p. 247, and Deimel sL 3^ p. 364b who 
renders it ‘Eine chronische Krankheit’; see also ADD 232 (=AR 458) 
where the text has only sibtu without bennu. 

The exact meaning of sartu in this case is not clear. Kohler-Ungnad 
translate it ‘Reklamation’ (cf. ADD iii, p. 259f. and 394f.). Deimel SL 
3’, p. 340 and Bezold-Gotze, Babylonisch-Assyrisches Glossar, p. 217, 
translate the term ‘Widerspenstigkeit, Aufruhr, Falschheit.’ 

28. ADD 172, 181, 183, 187, 208, 212, 242, 247, 248, 257, 280, 288, etc. 
(=AR 461, 460, 466, 466, 40, 459, 457, 83, 455, 66, 215, 77) . 

29. ADD 206, 229, 230, 240, 254, 308, 477, etc. (=AR 196, 64, 60, 59, 
192, 57, 61). 

30. Cf. ADD 429 (=AR 105) where the three-fold formula is given. 

31. ITH 109. 

32. Nuzi V 445; Nuzi ii 115 (=NKD 22) ; HSS v 37, 100 (=Speiser, 
AASOR 10, nos. 38-9) ; HSS ix 17, 25 (=NKD 9, 14). 

33. EG 64=YBT Viii 12 (=HG 1633). 

34. For the Cassite period cf. UMBS viii’ 162 (=ibid. p. 134f.) ; for 
the Neo-Babylonian period cf. StrNbn. 257, 509; UMBS ii* 65 (=BRRAD 
p. 87) ; BM 84.2-11, 33 (=:BR'p. 48). 

35. For Ancient Babylonia cf. CT vni 22c (=UAZP 79) ; for the Neo- 
Babylonian period cf. YBT vi 73; StrNbn. 765 (=BR* p. 27) ; TCL Xiii 
200 (=NBBAD 200); StrCamb. 309; NRB* 11, 19; VS v 53, 56 
(=NRVR 71, 72). 

36. CT vin 27a (=HG 429) ; see also BE vi* 116 (=UAZP 204). 

37. BE XIV 7 (=HG434). 

38. Cf. StrNbk. 67, ‘infant at the breast’; StrNbk. 100, ‘three-year-old 
girl’; StrNbn. 832, ‘infant at the breast’; VS V 36 (=NRVR 67), ‘one- 
month-old boy’; StrCamb. 334, ‘girl, three-months-old.’ 

39. CTM* 11-12. 

40. StrNbn. 196 (=KB 4 p. 222, no. 18). 

41. YBT vn 164 (=San Nicolo, ArO 4, p. 182f.) . 

42. ADD 229, 230, 231, 237, 238, 240, 241, 246, 247, 253, 258, 270, 274, 
288 (=AE 64, 60, 202, 71, 201, 59, 73, 82, 83, 85, 65, 67, 69, 77). 

43. ADD 233, 254, 257 (=AR 208, 192, 66). 
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44. CT vm 6a (=HG 450) ; see also VS xin 85a and EG 9 (=HG 
1659, 1663). 

45. VS VIII 4.5 (=HG 776). 

46. StrCamh. 377 (=BR“ p. 39). 

47. StrNbk. 101 (=BR^ p. 7). 

48. UAAMZ p. 85 (VAT 9003=100). 

49. ADD 252 (=AR 633) ; see also UAAMZ p. 82 (VAT 8996=171). 

50. ADD 318 (=AR 632). 

51. HSS IX 17 (=NKD 9). 

52. Archives d’Histoire du Droit Oriental i, p. 105. 

53. Koschaker NKR pp. 67-81 ; see also Speiser, AASOR 10, p. 12 and 
Oppenheim, AnO 12, p. 271. 

54. For the public sale of slaves in Palestine >n the Talmudic period 
cf. J. Winter, Die Stellung der Sklaven hei den Juden, p. 5. 

55. MSL I Tf. 7, col. ill, 23-8, see also ibid. Tf. 2, col. iv, 2-5. The 
slave mark (Sumerian gar) is already found in a document from Lagash 
dated in the Third Dynasty of Ur, cf. Fisch, ‘Eight Juridical Texts,’ 
AnO 12, p. 103, no. 4. 

56. VS vni 127 (=UAZP 8) ; BE VP 17 (=ibid. p. 27) ; VS viii 73 
(=UAZP 9) ; TCL I 146 (=UAZP 83) ; CT xxxiii pi. 40 (=HG 1426). 
The same formula is found in the Middle Assyrian adoption document 
KAJI 6 (=AssR 3). The cutting of the hair, which in the above men- 
tioned documents precedes the selling into slavery of the rebellious 
adopted "children, was not a slave mark. It was considered an act of dis- 
grace meted out also to persons guilty of spreading false riunors con- 
cerning the chastity of priestesses and married women (CH par. 127, 
and see also A. Biichler, ‘Das Schneiden des Haares als Strafe der Ehe- 
brecher bei den Sem*ten,’ WZKM 19, pp. 91-138) ; to fraudulent claim- 
ants, CT vm 45b (=UAZP 263), VS vm 102 (=UAZP 264); and to 
disobedient wives, BE vi’ 48 (=UAZP 6), BAP 89. For a discussion of 
this problem cf. Koschaker RS p. 207f. 

57. BAP 95, 96; BE Vi“ 57 (=HG 783). 

58. CT VI 29 (=UAZP 37). 

59. Cf. SHBD p. 82 and Eisler, ‘Das Qainzeichen und die Qeniter,’ 
MO 23, p. 54. 

60. Cf. Koschaker RS p. 202f. 

61. Schorr (UAZP 28) reads BI nam-geme-ni in-hi and translates 
‘Die Aufl6sung(?) ihrer Sklavenschaft hat sie erklart.’ However, the 
sign b* has also the value kds. 

62. HSS V 73 (=Speiser, AASOR 10, no. 20). 

63. HSS V 35 (=NKD 1) ; see also HSS IX 12:13. 

64. David’s opinion (David Adoption, p. 491f.) that abbuttum means 
part of the head and that abbuttam sakdnu in the codes as well as in 
the adoption documents is to be rendered ‘Das Haar des Hinterkopfes zu 
einer bestimmtem Tracht gestalten,’ is in view of the cited Nuzi docu- 
ments highly improbable. Feigin in AJSL 50, p. 227, cites an omen tablet 
in which the following phrase is found: sum-ma iz-bu ab-bu-ut-tu . . . 
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mdtu a-si-ru-tum iZ[Zafc} ‘Suppose a fetus (?) has a slave mark, the 
country will go captive.’ Abbuttum here cannot mean, of course, a par- 
ticular hair cut, but a birth mark looking like a branded or tattooed 
slave mark. See also Koschaker GR p. 73, note 2. 

65. BRM III, Introduction, pp. 10-16; see also E 94-103, and BIN vii. 
Introduction, p. 4. For the use of such tags with the name of the owner 
on them and hung on the necks of animals cf. OHNT 10. 

66. BRM III 101, 181 ; see also B. Me’ssner, Babylonien und Assyrien, 
I, p. 382. On the wearing of clay and metal tags by slaves and animals 
in Babylonia in the Talmudic period cf. Babylonian Talmud, Tract Sab- 
bath fol. 58: ‘A slave may go out with a seal (hotdm) round his neck, 
but not with a seal on his garment . . . Why may he not go out with a 
seal on his garment? Lest it break oif . . . The former refers to a metal 
(seal) and the latter to a clay (seal).’ 

67. CT IV 42a; VS viii 55; TCL i 68-69; CT viii 48a; BE vi' 96; CT ii 
33 (=UAZP 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 31); CT viii 29a, 29b, BIN ii 76 (— HG 
27, 28, 1428). 

68. Cf. UAZP p. 43ff. 

69. Some slave adoption documents contain no reference to the cleans- 
ing of the forehead, cf. VS vii 5-6; CT ii 40b (=UAZP 26, 30). 

70. StrNbn. 666; StrCyr. 332; YBT vii 130; VS V 90, 93, 95, 114, 128, 
130, 133, 142 (=NRVR 80, 81, 84, 86, 96, 92, 89, 94). 

71. VS V 116 (=NRVR 90) ; see also BRM ii 25:3 (=ibid. no. 8), and 
VS XV 20:4. 

72. StrNbn. 693; see also VS v 126 (=NRVR 85) ; StrDar. 537. 

73. BE ViiP 106:9-10; cf. Ungnad, OLZ 11, 2. Beiheft, p. 23. 

74. TCL xiii 132, 133 (=NBBAD 132, 133) ; VS v 94 (=NRVR 101). 

75. Cf. B. Meissner, Babylonien und Assyrien, i, p. 382. 

76. BRM II 25:3 (=ibid. no. 8), and VS XV 20:4. 

77. BRVU p. 18, note 13. 

78. StrNbn. 1113:24 (=KB 4 p. 255, no. 59). 

79. The term simtu is mentioned as an animal property mark in CH 
par. 265. 

80. For a discussion of the term sindu cf. Ungnad OLZ 11, 2. Beiheft, 
p. 23f.; SHBD p. 82ff.; and San Nicolo, ArO 4, p. 338, note 2. 

81. YBT VI 129:2 (=SHBD p. 43) ; BIN 1 120:4. 

82. StrCyr. 307:9. 

83. A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C., no. 28:4-6. 

84. YBT VI 79:14-15 (=SHBD p. 38f.) ; see also ib'd. 224:20 
(=SHBD p. 36f.). 

85. Cf. YBT VII p. 13. 

86. YBT VI 154 (=SHBD p. 33f.). 

87. YBT VII 66 (=SHBD p. 34f.). 

88. YBT VI 224 (=SHBD p. 36f.) ; see also TCL xiii 179 (=NBBAD 
179). For a discussion of the temple slave mark in Neo-Babylonia cf. 
SHBD pp. 81-8. 
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89. The ‘piercing of the ear’ mentioned in the Middle Assyrian code, 
paragraphs 40, 44 is one of many punishments meted out, in the first 
case, by the court to a man who failed to apprehend a veiled harlot, and 
in the second case, by a master to his disobedient slave. 

90. Cf. notes 62, 63. 

91. YET m 125:38-39 (=NBU C125) ; for Ancient Babylonia cf. 
MSL I Tf. II, col. rv, 1-15. 

92. Ha-rSsem ‘al ‘abdo selo’ yibrah pdfur, Tosefta Makkot IV 15 (ed. 
Zuckermandel, p. 443). 

93. That the female slave was not always bought with the sole pur- 
pose of acquiring household help is evident from the high prices which 
some of them fetched in the market. Their youth and beauty were more 
decisive in fixing their value than their ability to work. 

94. Par. 170. 

95. Par. 171. According to a Sumerian law (UMBS I” 102, col. I, lines 
14ff. [=Langdon, JRAS 1920, p. 505 and Ungnad, Zeitschrift der 
Savigny-Stiftung fur Rechtsgeschichte. Romanistische Abteilung. 41, p. 
191f.] children born of a union between a female slave and her master and 
set free by him during his lifetime have no share in their father’s prop- 
erty after his death. 

96. CH par. 145, 148. 

97. Par. 146: ‘. . . Because she has given birth to children, her 
mistress may not sell her for money, but she may put a slave mark on 
her and count her among her slaves.’ 

98. Par. 147: ‘If she has not given birth to children, her mistress 
may sell her for money.’ 

99. CT VIII 22b (=UAZP 77). 

100. Cf. par. 146. 

101. Gen. 16:6. 

102. YBT VII, 66 (=SHBD p. 341?.). 

103. TCL 1 133 (=UAZP 82). 

104. ADD 308, 309, 711 (=AR 57, 56, 55). 

105. CTM' 11-12. 

106. KB IV p. 320, no. 2 :15fF. 

107. Cf. ch. I, par. ‘Sale of Minors.’ 

108. OHNT 23. 

109. Nuzi 751 (=Chiera-Speiser, JAOS 47, p. 42, no. 5). 

110. Nuzi 745 (=Chiera-Speiser, JAOS 47, p. 43, no. 6). 

111. OHNT 23. For the employment of slave girls as prostitutes cf. 
OHNT 51. 

112. A brothel SAXibit zikretim, into which a homeless man let himself 
be adopted, is mentioned in a private letter of the Hammurabi period, cf. 
CT XXIX 7a (=BB 164) ; for references to Assyrian and Nuzi public 
houses (bit altamme and bit fj/urizati) cf. Driver-Miles AL, par. 14 and 
p. 462, and OHNT 4, note 13; the Palestinian equivalent was the beit 
’issdh zondh of Josh. 2:1; 6:22. 

113. Driver-Miles AL, par. 40. 
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114. StrNbk. 409 (=BE* p. 28) . 

115. StrNbn. 679 (=BR* p. 29), cf. Meissner, MVAG 11'-*, p. 14; 
StrNbn. 682 (=KB 4 p. 245, no. 43). 

116. Read yumat (sing^ilar). 

117. Cf. Ch. Tchernowitz, Toledot ha-haldkhdh, iii, p. 322 and E. 
Neufeld, Ancient Hebrew Marriage Laws, p. 165f. 

118. Lev. 20:10. 

119. That the consent of the master was needed for such a marriage 
is not stated in the Hammurabi Code, but it may be taken for granted 
that this was the case. 

120. Cf. HSS V 43 (=NKD 2). 

121. OHNT 39. 

122. Cf. TCL I 29 (=BB 143) ; TCL 1 133 (=UAZP 82) ; see also CT 
Vin 28b (=UAZP 288) where a distinction is made, as in Gen. 17 :23, 
between the housebom slave and the one ‘bought with money.’ 

123. VS XVI 4 (=AB’12). 

124. CT VIII 30a (=HG 1112) ; these slaves are referred to as warad 
bltim and amat bitim. 

125. VS rx 164 and CT viii 28b (=UAZP 80, 288) ; in the first docu- 
ment the female slave is referred to as amtum slnniStu §a bitim ‘the 
female slave of the house.’ 

126. VS XVI 4 (=AB’ 12) ; VS ix 164 (=UAZP 80). 

127. VS VII 96, 183; CT Viii 8d (=HG 195, 1288, 597). 

128. ZDMG 69, p. 420f.; the Nuzi term is nis blti sa ekallim which 
Speiser translates ‘the domestics of the palace,’ in OHNT 51. 

129. BE IX 68, 15 (=BRRAD pp. 13, 34) UMBS iP 20, 126, 137 
(BREAD pp. 60, 97, 74). Kohler-Ungnad in HR 53, 76 and p. 75, trans- 
late the term mar blti sometime “Hauskind’ and sometime ‘Klient.’ The 
term ‘client’ is not very accurate. It should, however, be pointed out that 
the translation of mar blti is not as definite as that of wilid bitim in 
Ancient Babylonia, for in one case (BE ix 14=HR 73), the father’s 
name of a mar biti is given, he therefore could not possibly have been a 
housebom slave. 

130. BE IX 69 (=ibid. p. 32 and HR 66) : bitutimea-ka 

. . , u B.m6iarddnimeS-ka ‘your house slaves and slaves; ’BE X 9, 56 
(=HR 67, 30). 

131. CTM* 60; TCL xiii 193 (=NBBAD 193). 

132. TCL XIII 193 (— NBBAD 193); BE vin' 2 (=ibid. no. 3). 

133. RCAE 963. 

134. OHNT 10, note. 

135. Gen. 17:12; Lev. 22:11; Jer. 2:14; Eccl. 2:7. 

136. Gen. 15:3. 

137. UMBS I* 101, col. II, lines 14fiF. (=Langdon, JEAS 1920, p. 500, 
par. 5, and Ungnad, Zeitschrift der Savigny-Stiftung fiir Rechts- 
geschiehte. Romanistische Abteilung. 41, p. 189). 

138. LIH plate 177, no. 92 (=ibid. p. 135f. and BB 69). 
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139. MSL I Tf. 7, col. IV 13-22 and p. 250f.; and see A. Pohl, VAT 
8875, die 6. Tafel der Serie “ana ittisu,” p. 19 (MAOG V“) . 

140. Cf. EG 6, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25, 28, 63, see also 5, 17 (=HG 1480, 1475, 
1478, 1476, 1479, 1473, 1477, 1487, 1472, 1471) ; Grant, AJSL 33, p. 200 
and 34, p. 199f. 

141. For the interpretation of lines 7-9 cf. Lautner AP p. 7, note 23; 
San Nicolb Schlussk., p. 225, note 37 ; and now Goetze, JAOS 65, pp. 223-6. 

142. VS XVI 20 (=AB” p. 70, no. 8). 

143. BE xrv 2 (=Luek. p. 13), cf. Ungnad, OLZ 10, p. 143a. 

144. ADD 68, 66 (—ibid, m, nos. 473, 475; AR 112, 124). 

145. SPrNbk. 346 (=BR‘ p. 5). 

146. StrDar. 431:11-13 (=BR' p. 30). 

147. VS V 128 (— NRVR 96) ; TCL xm 248 (=NBBAD 248). 

148. YBT m 46 (=NBU 46). 

149. StrDar. 53 (=BR* p. 51f.). 

150. StrDar. 207 (=BR* p. 50). 

151-152. HSS IX 9 (=NKD 5). 

153. Gen. 16:6. 

154. I Sam. 25:10. 

155 . 1 Sam. 30:15. 

156. 1 Kings 2:39-40. 

157. Cf. ch. II, par. ‘Manumission.’ 

158. Par. 199. 

159. Par. 213. 

160. Par. 214. 

161. Par. 219. 

162. Par. 220. 

163. Par. 231. 

164. Par. 252; that is twenty shekels, the average price of a slave. 

165. Par. 116. 

166. Ex. 21:32. 

167. Thureau-Dangin, Die sumerischen und akkadischen Kbnigsin- 
schriften (VAB 1), p. 102-3, 13:6-9. 

168-169. Ex. 21:20-21. 

170 . 1 Sam. 30:13. 

171. MSL I Tf. 2, col. IV 10-14. 

172. UMBS I* 101, col. 3, lines 3-13 (=Langdon, JRAS 1920, p. 500f.). 
'The text reads (lines 12-13) kisi^-bi al-bur-e which Langdon translates 
‘upon his forehead shall one incise a mark.’ The meaning of bur ‘to in- 
cise,’ is, to my knowledge, not documented. 

173. BE IV* 8 (=UAZP 28). 

174. VS VII 5-6 (=UAZP 26). 

175. CT VI 40c (=UAZP 52). 

176-177. AENN 35 (=ibid. p. 21f.). 

178. VS V 84 (=NRVR 132) ; see also BE x 56 (=HR 30). 

179. BRM n 175 (=BRRAD p. 59). 
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180. BEM n 215 (=BRRAD p. 79) ; see also ibid. 137 (=BRRAD 
p. 74) ; BE IX 60.30.10 (=BERAD p. 67; HR 3, 51). 

181. Cf. BE X 54 (=HR 56) ; see also VS vi 60 (=NRVR 408) ; VS 
m 50, 59, 216 (=NRVR 410, 412, 471) ; BE ix 26, 29, 65, 99 (=BRRAD 
pp. 64, 70, 72, 78). 

182. BE IX 55, 101 (=BRRAD pp. 96, 76) ; VS vi 60; VS iii 14, 183, 
220; VS V 121 (=NRVR 408, 397, 468, 460, 387) ; BE ix 86a (=BREAD 

p.66). 

183. StrNbk. 17 (=KB 4 p. 300) ; see also CTM' 17. 

184. VS IV 203 (=NRVR 223) ; see also VS iv 134, 167 (NRVR 362, 
334). 

185. StrCyr. 395 (==BR» p. 49) ; VS ill 40 (=NRVE 241) ; BE ix 21 
(=HR 37). 

186. StrCyr. 12 (=Demuth, BA 3, no. 8) ; StrCamb. 164, 409 
(=Ziemer, BA 3, nos. 9. 8) ; StrDar. 82 (=KB iv p. 305), ibid. 177, 386 
(=BR» pp. 22, 9) ; VS iii 189; VS vi 73, 96, 122 (=NRVR 340, 246, 585, 
263) ; BE ix 54 (=HR 44) ; BE x 4 (=BRRAD p. 21) ; UMBS ii' 112, 
118, 124, 131 (=BRRAD pp. 96, 83, 75, 19). 

187. TCL XII 53, 59, 75 (=:NBBAD 53, 59, 75) . 

188. VS VI 87 (=NRVR 145); StrCamb. 330, 331 (=Ziemer, BA 3, 
nos. 13, 14). 

189. StrDar. 380, 490 (=BR“ p. 8; BR* p. 41); UMBS ii' 20 
(=BRRAD p. 60). 

190. BM 84, 2-11, 122 (=BR> p. 35). 

191. StrDar. 82 (=KB 4 p. 305). 

192. StrNbk. 175; StrNbn. 666; BE x 105 (=HR 62) ; VS v 111 
(=NRVR 87) ; UMBS 113 (=BRRAD p. 87). 

193. UMBS ii‘ 81, 111, 115, 137 (=BRRAD pp. 78, 95, 77, 74). 

194. VS V 14, VS VI 41 (=NRVR 152, 660). 

195. Cf. NRVR p. 186. 

196. StrNbn. 838, 858 (=BR' p. 1). 

197. VS V 24 (=NRVR 376). 

198. BE IX 75 (=HR 77) ; BE X 58 {=HR 79). 

199. StrNbk. 419 (=BR'' p. 6). 

200. CT rv 39c (=:HR 89; dated in the reign of Alexander). 

201. StrNbn. 738 (=BR‘ p. 3). 

202. StrDar. 509 (=BR‘ p. 17). 

203. ADD 366, 434 (=AR 52, 54). 

204. ADD 161, 366 (=AR 51, 52). 

205. ADD 311 (=AR 53). 

206. ADD 447 (=AR 61). 

207. ADD 253 (=AR 85), and cf. ibid, ill, p. 474, no. 725. 

208. ADD 255 and see also 229 (=AR 50, 64). 

209. HSS IX 30; see also HSS ix 14, 29 (=NKD 8, 15) ; HSS xiii 310; 
Koschaker, ‘Randnotizen zu neuem keilschriftlichen Rechtsurkunden,’ 
ZA 43, p. 196f. 
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210. HSS IX 22 (=NKD 13). 

211. HSS IX 19, 20 (=NKD 10, 11). 

212. HSS IX 21 (=NKD 12). 

213. HSS IX 145 (=Gordon, AnO 12, p. 177). 

214. Gadd 9. 

215. Cf. OHNT 51. 

216. HSS V 66 (=Speiser, AASOR 10, no. 5). 

217. OHNT 52. 

218. GaM 54. 

219. Nuzi II 140 (=NKD 26). 

220. OHNT 42-4. 

221. OHNT 30-33. For a discussion on the peculium in Nuzi ef. 
Eoschaker, ZA 43, p. 197 and Gordon, ZA 43, p. 168. 

222 . 1 Sam. 9:8. 

223. ii Sam. 9:10. 

224. CT VI 29 (=UAZP 37). 

225. Cf. Schorr, WZKM 22, p. 385flF. and Koschaker RS p. 103flF. 

226. Scheil, RA 12, pp. 1-13; cf. SHED p. 28ff. 

227. The shirqutu order included among its members also freeborn 
Babylonians who possessed property of their own, cf. SHED pp. 71, 89. 

228. Cf. Schorr, WZKM xxii, p. 385f. and Koschaker RS p. 103f. 

229. Babylonian Talmud, Tract Gittin, Mishnah rv. 6. 

230. Witnesses: 5. maf^ar i-di-^adad mar ri-is-^adad. 6. mabar 
^SamaS-ga-mil mar ^sin-se-mi. 7. mabar mu-na-wi-ru-um mar nu-Hr- 
^samas. 8. mabar a-wi-il-ili mar ^sin-uh-lam. 9. mabar ^sin-i-di-nam. 
10. mabar i-di-^Samas mare st-li-lum. 11. mabar ^samas-tap-pa-su mar 
Asamas-mu-di. 12. mabar im-gur-^sin. 13. mabar i-li-e-ri-ba. 14. [x-x-x] 
ir- 9 i-tim. 15. [x-x-x-x-] e-ri-4s. Seals. 

231. Cf. VS Vin 55, CT vi 26a (=UAZP 24, 33) ; CT vni 29a, 29b 
(=HG 27, 28). 

232. BE VI 96 (=UAZP 29) ; see also TCL i 68-69 (=UAZP 25). 

233. VS viii 4-5 (=UAZP 32). 

234. CT VI 37a (=UAZP 35). 

235. VS VIII 4-5 (=UAZP 32). 

236. CT VI 37a (=UAZP 35). 

237. Scheil, RA 14, p. 152 (=HG 1427). 

238. BIN II 76 (=HG 1428). 

239. UMBS VIII* 137. 

240. CT II 33, Gr 14, VS ix 192 (=UAZP 31, 34, 36). 

241. BE VI* 8 (=UAZP 28). 

242. VS vni 5-6 (=UAZP 26). 

243. kisib nam-aikil UMBS vin* 137 ; BE vi’ 8 :8. 

244. TCL i 68-69 (=UAZP 25) ; cf. Koschaker GR p. 72ff. 

245. StrNbn. 697 (=KB 4, p. 245, no. 44). 

246. SbrCyr. 339 (=BR‘ p. 13). 

247. ADD 77, 85, 176, 218 (=AR 133, 656, 630, 188). 
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248. ADD in, p. 385. 

249. KAJI 7 (=AssR 1). 

250. Thureau-Dangin, Syria 18, p. 249ff. (RS 8.208). According to 
the Middle Assyrian law, par. 42-3 (cf. Driver-Miles AL p. 411), the 
anointing of the bride’s head was part of the marriage ceremony. If this 
practice was also current in Syria in the middle of the second millennium 
B.C., then the pouring of oil on the head of the freed slave girl in this 
document had nothing to do with her release, but rather with her being 
given in marriage. 

251. See ch. i, par. ‘Sale of Minors.’ 

252. Jer. 34:8-16. 

253. Nehem. 5:2-5. 

254. Cf. Mekhiltd de-Rabbi Yishmd"el, ed. M. Friedmann, f. 85. 

255. Cf. Holzinger in Marti’s Hand-Commentar zum Alien Testament, 
Exodus, p. 85. 

256. Cf. Morgenstem, ‘The Book of the Covenant,’ part n, p. 51f., 
HUCA 7 (1930). 

257. It is quite possible that the law of release of the Hebrew de- 
faulting debtor in the seventh year was connected with the institution 
of smittdh ‘the sabbatical year’ (cf. D. H. Muller, Die Gesetze Hammu- 
rabis und ihr Verhaltnis zur mosaischen Gesetzgebung sowie zu den 
XII Tafeln, p. llOf.; R. H. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Old Testament, 
p. 222; and S. I. Feigin, ‘Sefer ham-mishpatim sel yitro,’ in Sefer hash- 
Shdndh li-Yehude Ameriqdh, Vii (1945), p. 101). But the emphasis of 
Deuteronomy on the fact that the slave had served ‘double the cost of 
a hired laborer, six years,’ clearly shows the influence of the Hammurabi 
Code on the Deuteronomic law. 

258. The Hammurabi Code, par. 280-81, makes a distinction between 
native-born and foreign-born slaves in the case when such slaves are 
sold into a foreign country. For the interpretation of this law see p. 77f. 

259. Cf. Encyclopaedia Judaica, ix, p. 496ff. 

CHAPTER III 

1. Cf. chapter i, notes 1-6 and TCL 1 147 (=HG 1154). 

2. In Ancient Babylonia a record was kept in the palace not only of 
state slaves but also of private slaves. This is evident from par. 18 of 
the Hammurabi Code which deals with the case of a fugitive slave: ‘If 
that slave will not name his owner, he (the captor) shall bring him to 
the palace, his case shall be investigated, and they shall return him to 
his owner.’ To ‘investigate his case' can only mean that the palace 
checked the slave register to find the name of the slave’s owner, cf. note 
42 below. 

3. VS xm 39, 40, 46 (=HG 1841, 1843, 1851). 

4. VSxni50 (=:HG 1852). 

5. VS xin 45 (=HG 1848). 

6. Cf. Meissner BA' p. 121. 

7. BI pp. 148-51. 
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8. Luck. AW p. 42, no. 83. 

9. AS p. 95:71if.; see also ibid. pp. 55-6, 117, etc.; Streek Assurb. pp. 
88-9. 

10. ABL99 (=RCAE 99). 

11. See notes 2 and 42. 

12. ABL 212 (=RCAE 212). 

13. ABL 304 (=Pfeiffer, State Letters of Assyria, no. 100 lAmerican 
Oriental Series, 6] ) . 

14. HSS X 66; see also ibid. 201, 208 and OHNT 51. 

15. HSS xin 49. 

16. HSS xin 237 :25-6 ni-es biti so ^^ta-se-ni-wa ‘U so dl ildni; ibid. 
320 :27 ni-is bititi sa ^^nu-zi; see also ibid., 115, 270, 358. 

17. Cf. Gen. 17:27. 

18. VS xm 13 (=HG 1856). 

19. Luck. AR n, p. 311f., no. 814. 

20. Piepkom Ashurb. pp. 82-3. 

21. Cf. Albright, ‘A Prince of Taanach in the Fifteenth Century B.C.,’ 
BASOR 94 (1944), p. 23f. 

22. Cf. Albright, ‘Two Letters from Ugarit,’ BASOR 82 (1941), pp. 
43-6. 

23. Knudtzon AT, see particularly nos. 120:22, 173:13, 268:19, 287:54 
and 288:21. Unlike temple property which was clearly defined and ad- 
ministered by temple officials, no clear line could be drawn between the 
property of the state and that of the king. Crown lands and the private 
possessions of the king were merged together and supervised by state 
officials. The fact, however, that the temple constituted a separate insti- 
tution did not make its treasures and slaves immune from the king. He 
could, and indeed often did, make use of its property. Among the slaves 
sent to Egypt there might have been, therefore, many temple slaves. 

24. BASOR 79 (1940), p. 4. 

25. Cf. Glueck, HUCA 11 (1936), p. 148 and AASOR 15, p. 28. 

26. The institutions of temple slavery and state slavery are not men- 
tioned in the Biblical slave legislations (Ex. 21; Dt. 15, Lev. 25). The 
law concerning the ‘captive woman’ in Dt. 20:10-14 is part of a cycle of 
family laws and has but little to do with captives as such. Only after 
the ‘captive woman’ had been brought into the house of her captor who 
intended to marry her does she become a proper subject of the law. 

27. Cf. Num. 31:32-47; Josh. 9:23-7; Ez. 44:7-9; Ezra 8:20. 

28. Cf. Dt. 20:10-14, 21:10; Judg. 6:30. 

29. See below, note 41. 

30. For the existence of crown lands cf. i Sam. 8:14, 22:7; i Kings 
9:11-13; Ez. 48:21; i Chron. 27:25; ii Chron. 21:3, 26:9-10, 32:27-9. 

31. For this practice in Palestine cf. Amos 1:9. 

32. It is improbable that the Deuteronomic admonition 17:16 “That 
he (the king) shall not multiply horses to himself, nor cause the people 
(h&-‘dm) to return to Egypt, to the end that he should multiply horses,’ 
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refers to freeborn Judaeans who were sold to Egypt in exchange for 
horses. Perhaps we should take the term ‘am here as meaning men of 
the Judaean corvee whom unscrupulous kings hired out to work in 
Egypt from where many never returned. 

33. Gen. 49:15; Ex. 1:11; Dt. 20:11; Josh. 16:10, 17:13; Judg. 1:28, 
30, 33, 35; n Sam. 20:24; i Kings 4:6, 5:27, 28, 9:15, 21, 12:18; Is. 31:8; 
Lament. 1:1; Prov. 12:24; Esth. 10:1; and ii Chron. 8:8, 10:18. 

34. Cf. n Sam. 20:24; I Kings 4:6, 5:28, 12:18; n Chron. 10:18; see 
also Ex. 1:11. 

35. Dt. 20:11; Josh. 17:13; Judg. 1:28, 30, 33, 35. Of secondary im- 
portance to our study are Is. 31:8; Prov. 12:24; Lament. 1:1; and Esth. 
10:1. The last passage shows clearly that mas when imposed on con- 
quered people means tribute: ‘Now the king Ahasuerus laid a tribute 
(mas) on the land and on the coastlands of the sea.’ 

36 . 1 Kings 5:27, 9:15. 

37. II Chron. 8:8 has only mas, but being the parallel passage to i 
Kings 9:21 ‘ohed should be supplied. 

38. Cf. Josh. 17:13; Judg. 1:28, 30, 33, 35. 

39. Cf. I Kings 9:27; II Chron. 8:18, 9:10. 

40. Ezra 2:55-8; Nehem. 7:57-60, 11:3. 

41. The corvee was practiced throughout the Ancient Near East. For 
obligatory forced labor in the pre-Hammurabi period cf. Schneider AK 
pp. 24, 34, 49, 92, and 100. The Hammurabi Code does not mention the 
corvee, but in documents of that period (cf. VS XVi 100= AB* p. 64, no. 
2; BB 47, 48, 135; Meissner BA' pp. 123, 129; Lautner AP p. 89, note 
300) as well as in those of the Neo-Babylonian period its existence is 
well attested. The Assyrian code prescribes forced labor (sipar sarri) 
for certain offences, but does not mention the corvee as a general prac- 
tice imposed on the people (cf. Driver-Miles AL pp. 263-6). The very 
fact, however, that forced labor was meted out as a punishment, shows 
that the corvee was also known in Assyria. (Cf. Weidner, AfO 12, p. 53; 
Meissner BA' p. 143ff.; Olmstead, History of Assyria, pp. 516, 519; AR 
p. 453). 

We have definitive infoi-mation concerning the existence of the corvee 
in Syria and Palestine in the pre-Israelitic period. The technical term 
used to designate the corvee is the same as that later employed for the 
same function in the Old Testament, namely, mas. It is mentioned in a 
Ugaritic text as msm (Virolleaud, Syria 18, p. 164), and in the El- 
Amama period in a letter from Biridia of Megiddo in which he expressly 
states that he had assembled the awHuti mazza of Megiddo and sent 
them to till the soil of the royal domains of Shunem (RA 19, p. 97; cf. 
Alt, Paldstina Jahrbuch, 20, pp. 34-7 ; W. F. Albright, From the Stone 
Age to Christianity, p. 155). The corvee is also mentioned in a letter 
from Taanach, cf. Albright, BASOR 94 (1944), p. 22. 

During the period of the Judges, the corve was unknown in Palestine. 
Since a central power was lacking, no one was in a position to impose it 
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on the population. With the establishment of the monarchy, however, the 
situation changed, and the kings were quick enough to re-establish the 
institution as a means of securing unpaid labor. According to our 
sources, it was Solomon who first introduced this system in Israel (i 
Kings 5:27, 9:16). But the corvee was already in existence during the 
reign of his predecessor, for an officer of the corvee (‘al ham-mas) is 
mentioned at the time of David (ii Sam. 20:24; see also ibid. 12:31=1 
Chron. 20:3). The census ordered by David (ii Sam. 24) was undertaken 
for the twofold purpose of taxation and corvee service. The corvee was 
continued throughout the existence of the Israelitic and Judaean king- 
doms. This is proved indirectly by the many building activities of the 
Northern kingdom and directly by the decree of Asa: ‘Thereupon king 
Asa made a proclamation to all Judah — none were exempted — and they 
carried away the stones of Ramah and its timbers with which Baasha. 
had built. King Asa built with them Geba of Benjamin and Mizpeh’ (i 
Kings 15:22, see also ii Chron. 26:9-10). Whether all the people from 
the aristocracy down to the city proletarians and the peasantry were 
liable to the corvee is hard to say. From the phrase ’en-ndqi ‘none is 
exempt’ in Asa’s decree and from the complaint of Nehemiah 3:5 that 
the nobles (addirim) of Teqo‘a ‘put not their necks to the work of their 
lord,’ it may safely be assumed that only in emergencies was the aristoc- 
racy called upon to contribute its share. In normal times, the burden of 
the corvee lay only on the shoulders of the common people. This is shown 
by Jeremiah’s denunciation of Shallum for using forced labor in the 
building of his palaces: ‘Woe unto him that buildeth his house by un- 
righteousness, and his chambers by wrong; that useth his neighbor’s 
service without wages, and giveth him not for his work’ (22:13). 

For the employment of war captives as auxiliaries in public work cf. 
u Sam. 12:31; ii Chron. 8:18. King Mesha of Moab employed the Israel- 
ite captives in the strengthening of his fortifications, cf. Mesha Stone, 
25-6. 

42. For the existence of public slave registers in Ancient Babylonia 
cf. CH par. 18; for Assyria ADD 68 (=AR 112 and p. 452f.), ABL 99 
(=RCAE 99), and see also ABL 212 (=RCAE 212). 

43. Cf. chapter ii, note 43. 

44. Cf. Schneider AK p. 92. 

45 . 1 Kingfs 5 :28-9. 

46. Cf. ch. II, notes 24-5. 

47. For an account of the economic role of the Sumerian temple cf. 
Schneider AK; Deimel, ‘Sumerische Tempelwirtschaft,’ AnO 2; and for 
Ancient Babylonia Schwenzner, Zum althahylonischen Wirtschaftsleben, 
MVAG 19/3. 

48. For the role of the temple in the Cassite period cf. H. Torczyner, 
Altbabylonische Tempelrechnungen (Denkschriften der Kaiser. Akad. 
der Wissen. in Wien, PhiU-hist. Klasse. Band 55/2. 1913). 
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108. Cf. F. E. Steele, Nuzi Real Estate Transactions. 

109. Gen. 23:16-20. As in Babylonia and Assyria, the witness in Pal- 
estine impressed his seal on the contract. We do not know whether this 
was required by the law. Judging from the few sale transactions re- 
corded in the Old Testament (Jer. 32:10, 12, 25, 44; Euth 4:9-11), we 
may assmne that their presence at a sale was required by law. For the 
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114. Cf. F. Buhl, Die soeialen Verhdltnisse der Israeliten, p. 56ff. 
This he infers from Micah 2:5, Jer. 37:12, and Ez. chapters 45-6. Al- 
ready Novack had pointed out that Micah 2:5 is a later gloss and actu- 
ally expresses a messianic wish for a just redistribution of the land as 
did Ezekiel in his utopia (cf. Marti, Das Dodekapropheton, p. 274). The 
term halaq in Jer. 37:12 means indeed ‘to divide,’ ‘to apportion’ land, 
but the following betokh hd-‘am does not mean ‘among the people,’ but 
‘among the family.’ (For the meaning ‘am ‘family’ cf. Gesenius-Buhl, 
Handworterbuch, ii ‘am.) Someone of Jeremiah’s family died and he, 
as an heir, participated in the inheritance of the deceased’s estate, cf. 
Duhm, Das Buck Jeremia, p. 299. Kittel, who follows Buhl, cites also i 
Kings 18:6 and Amos 7:1 as additional proof of the existence of com- 
munal ownership of land. He says: ‘Aber gewisse Spuren fortdauemden 
Gemeinbesitzes haben sich doch wohl erhalten. Wenn Ahab perscinlich 
durchs Land reitet, nach Gras zu suchen, oder wenn Amos von der Mahd 
des Konigs weiss, so ist damit doch wohl ein dem heutigen verwandter 
Zustand, nach dem ein Teil des Landes Eigentum der Regierung ist, 
vorausgesetzt. Sie wird 2 S in der Regel verpachtet haben.’ (Gesehichte 
des Volkes Israel, 6. Aufl. ii, p. 274, note 6.) However, i Kings 18:6 is 
no proof. The text merely states that Ahab and Obadiah went out in 
search of grass to save (the king’s) horses and mules from starvation. 
Neither does Amos 7:1 prove anything. The first grass mowing belonged 
to the king, it was a tax which the landowners had to deliver to the 
state and hence it was called gizze ham-melekh ‘the king’s mowing,’ cf. 
Marti, Das Dodekapropheton, p. 208. 

115. Ex. 22:4, see also v. 5 and 20:17. The ideal of private ownership 
in land is expressed in the often recurring phrase ‘Every man under his 
vine and under his fig tree.’ Cf. Max Weber, Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur 
Sozial-und Wirtschaftsgeshichte, p. 85 where he states: ‘Das “Gesetz” 
setzt nicht nur ein ansassiges, ackerbautreibendes Volk voraus, sondem 
es fehlt auch jede Spur von Kollektivbesitz. Auch der Grund und Boden 
ist voll appropriiert, wenn schon, wenigstens normalerweise, nur intra- 
familiares Verkehrsobjekt.’ There are three terms in the Old Testament 
applicable to ownership of land, ahuzzdh, nahaldh, and helqdh. That all 
land so designated could be sold and bought is evident from the following 
passages: Gen. 23:20, 33:19; Lev. 25:25; Josh. 24:32; i Kings 21:3-15; 
Ruth 4:3. 

116. II Sam. 24:24. 

117. I Kings 16:24. 

118. 1 Kingfs 21:2-3. 

119. Jer. 32:7fr. 

120. n Sam. 13:23if. 

121. n Sam. 14:30. 

122. Cf. Mendelsohn, “The Canaanite Term for Free Proletarian,” 
BASOR 83 (1941), pp. 36-9. 

123. Cf. CH par. 42-7, 52, 60-65. 
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124. VS m 14, 16, 50, 59, 183, 216, 220 (=NRVR 397, 398, 410, 412, 
468, 471, 460) ; BE ES 26, 29, 60, 86a, 99, 101 (=:BRRAD pp. 64, 70, 67, 
66, 78, 76). 

125. The largest numbers of slaves sold with the land are: 27 (ADD 
59=AK 123) ; 30 (ADD 424=AR 90) ; 31 (ADD 428=AR 106). 

126. ADD 627, 443 (=AR 97, 99) ; see also ADD 473, 399, 420, 422, 
424, 426, 427, 428, 429, 430, 431, 435, 446, 447, 448, 471, 472, etc. (— AR 
96, 3, 100, 103, 90, 89, 186, 106, 105, 32, 98, 447, 376, 61, 443, 167, 101). 

127. AR p. 452. 

128. ADD 429 (=AR 105). 

129. ADD 241 (several families consisting of seventeen ‘souls’), 263 
(several families consisting of twenty people), 229 (several families 
consisting of seven people), (=AR 73, 85, 64). 

130. Cf. CH par. 273-4. 

131. Cf. Dubberstein, ‘Comparative Prices in Later Babylonia,’ AJSL 
56, p. 40. 

132. Meissner BA‘ p. 385: ‘Schliesslich standen sich fast nur noch 
Patrizier und Sklaven gegeniiber.’ 

133. Cf. Mendelsohn, ‘Gilds in Babylonia and Assyria,’ JAOS 60 
(1940), pp. 68-72. 

134. VS XVI 4 (=AB* 12) ; VS vii 188 (=BB 140) ; see also VS Xili 
39,46 (=HG 1841, 1851). 

135. CT vin 49a (=UAZP 14). 

136. VS XVI 4 (=AB»12). 

137. In the Persian period a document (StrCyr. 64) mentions five 
years as the apprenticeship time for the weaver’s trade. 

138. We know of such cases in Nuzi, see Nuzi v 456 and OHNT 29. 

139. Cf. David Adoption p. 331f. 

140. YBT V 253, cf. Lautner AP, p. 13, note 39. 

141. StrCyr. 64 Q^ii-pa-^-tu) . 

142. YBT vn 114 C^askdpu). 

143. StrCyr. 325 Q^pur-ikd) . 

144. StrNbn. 340 and StrCyr. 313 Q^pu-sa-ani-mu-ii-tu) . 

146. StrCamb. 245 (ittgo-st-rM-tM). 

146. StrNbn. 336 (1<IMU) ; StrCyr. 119, 248; VS V 9, 51 (=NRVR 
296, 70) ; UMBS 65. 

147. StrCyr. 64. 

148. StrCyr. 313. 

149. StrCyr. 325. 

150. StrCyr. 248. 

151. StrCamb. 245. 

152. StrDar. 457 (=BB* p. 76, the translators left the word t^askapu. 
in lines 3 and 5 untranslated) . 

153. KAJI 98 (=As3R 93) ; ADD 172, 268 (=AR 461, 88). 

154. ADD 258, 296 (=AB 65, 79). 

155. ADD 619 (=AR 47). 
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156. ADD 247 {’^^kiihsu), (=AR83). 

157. ADD 310 {kudimmu), (=AR 158; cf. ADD v, p. 524). 

158. ADD 432 (M-pis-APIN). 

159. ADD 235, 366, 447, etc. (=AR 231, 52, 61 ) ; see also ITH 25. 

160. ADD 642 (— AR 464). 

161. LBL 160. 

162. Agricultural products such as oil (Hos. 12:2; Ez. 27:17), wine 
(u Chron. 2:9), wheat and barley (Ez. 27:17; n Chron. 2:9), honey and 
balsam (Ez. 27:17) were at times exported but probably in small 
quantities. 

163. Cf. Mendelsohn, ‘Guilds in Ancient Palestine,’ BASOR 80 (1940), 
pp. 17-21. 

164. RTC 16 (=Langdon, ZA 25, pp. 211-12) ; Nikol’skti Dok. 293, 
cf. San Nicolb Schlussk., p. 97, note 30. 

165. ITT in 5269: ITT V 6830. 

166. RV 53. 

167. Par. 116, 214, and 252. 

168. Par. 241. 

169. VS IX 154 (=HG 973) ; BAP 1. 

170. CT VI 29 (=UAZP 37). 

171. TCL 1 133 (=UAZP 82). 

172. VS VII 53; CT xxxiii 41; CT vin 27a (=HG 431, 1642, 429) ; cf. 
Schwenzner, p. 110. 

173. AUS 11 (=UAZP 152) ; VS xiii .30 (=:HG 1490). 

174. Cf. Dubberstein, ‘Comparative Prices in Later Babylonia,' AJSL 
56, p. 34f., and B. Meissner, Warenpreise in Bahylonien (Abhand. der 
Preuss. Akad. der Wissen., Jahrg. 1936, phil.-hist. Klasse No. 1), p. 34ff. 

175. StrDar. 212. 

176. VS V 73 (=NRVR 76). 

177. For a list of Assyrian slave prices cf. ADD in, pp. 542-6. 

178. ADD 172, 196, 642 (=AR 461, 494, 464). 

179. VS I 87 (=AR 506). 

180. Nmi n 195 (=NKD 30). 

181. Cf. Albright, ‘Two Letters from Ugarit,’ BASOR 82 (1941), pp. 
43-6; and Schaeffer, Cuneiform Texts of Ras Shamra-U garit, p. 45. 

182. Ex. 21:32. 

183. The ana ittisu series fixes ten shekels as wages for a year, cf. 
MSL I, Tf. 6, col. in, 21-2. 

184. Cf. MSL I, Tf. 6, col. in, 18-20; BAP p. 10; and Schwenzner, 
pp. 37-44 and 108-9. According to the tariff of the Hammurabi Code 
(par. 273), the wages of a hired laborer was about twelve shekels a year. 

185. VS V 16 (=NRVR 154). 

186. StrCyr. 278. 

187. VS iv41 (=NRVR 660). 

188. VS V 14 (=NRVR 152). The rate of five shekels a month, i.e. 
sixty shekels a year, mentioned in YBT in 69, was exceptional. 
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190. HG 457. 

191. CT n23 (=HG 494). 

192. TCL I 98-9 (=UAZP 186) ; BE vi’ 28 (=HG 54). 

193. BE vi^ 62 (=HG 68). 

194. TCL I 89 (=UAZP 185) ; CT vin 16a (=HG 44). 

195. StrNbk. 265; StrNbn. 243; StrCyr. 143; StrCamb. 193, 214, 215. 

196. BM 82.7-14, 143 (=BR* p. 19). 

197. StrDar. 429 (=BR* p. 36). 

198. StrDar. 379 (=BR‘ p. 3511.). 

199. TCL XIII 223 (=NBBAD 223). 

200. ADD 258, 270 (=AR 65, 67). 

201. ADD 268, 296 (=AR 88, 79). 

202. ADD 231, 240 (=AR 202, 59). 
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204. ADD 230 (=AR 60). 

205. ADD 246 (=AR 82). 

206. ADD 238 (=AR201). 

207. ADD 241 (=AR 73). 

208. ADD 457 (=AR 78). 
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210. ADD 422 (=AR 103). 

211. ADD 299, 727 (=AR 3, 92). 

212. ADD 619 (=AR 47). 

213. ADD 447 (=AR61). 

214. ADD 59 (=AR 123). 

215. ADD 424 (=AR 90). 

216. ADD 428 (=AR 106). 

217. Cf. ADD ni, no, 645, p. 388. 

218. Cf. S. W. Baron, The Jewish Community, I, p. 46. 

219. For a penetrating analysis of the half-free and half-unfree 
status of the Greek slave cf. W. L. Westermann, ‘Slavery and the 
Elements of Freedom in Ancient Greece,’ Quarterly Bulletin of the 
Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences in America, Jan. 1945, pp. 1-16. 
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